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Preface 


This  Festschrift  is  an  unusual  case  of  poetic  justice.  Jacob  Myers 
himself  helped  set  in  motion  a  project  that  has  now  culminated  in  making 
him  its  final  target. 

Nearly  fifteen  years  ago,  a  three-man  committee  conceived  the  idea  of  a 
series,  to  be  known  as  “Gettysburg  Theological  Studies,”  in  honor  of  out¬ 
standing  faculty  members  of  the  Lutheran  Theological  Seminary  at  Gettys¬ 
burg.  Jacob  Myers  supplied  necessary  experience  and  knowledge,  while 
the  junior  members  of  the  partnership,  Otto  Reimherr  and  Howard  N. 
Bream,  gladly  followed  his  leadership.  Professor  Myers  even  contributed 
an  article  to  that  initial  Festschrift,  Biblical  Studies  in  Memory  of  H.  C. 
Alleman,  which  came  out  in  1960. 

Two  books  followed  later:  Theological  and  Missionary  Studies  in  Memory 
of  John  Aberly  in  1965,  and  Search  the  Scriptures:  New  Testament  Studies 
in  Honor  of  Raymond  T .  Stamm  in  1969. 

Now  the  Myers  name  stands,  on  what  will  probably  be  the  omega  of  that 
series,  not  among  the  editors  but  emblazoned  in  the  title.  And  how  rightly 
so !  For  while  he  cannot  be  said  to  have  authored  this  book,  Jacob  Myers 
has  in  a  real  sense  fathered  it. 

The  present  editors  found,  to  their  joy,  that  invitations  to  take  part  in 
this  project  met  with  enthusiastic  responses.  It  was  as  if  the  idea  of  honor¬ 
ing  J.  M.  Myers  had  been  quietly  germinating  in  the  field  of  Old  Testament 
scholarship,  waiting  for  the  right  moment  to  spring  up.  To  the  busy  and 
earnest  people  who  took  time  to  prepare  papers,  the  editors  here  gladly  re¬ 
cord  their  gratitude. 
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The  day  of  the  unstructured  Festschrift,  with  essays  on  subjects  chosen 
more  or  less  at  random  by  the  several  authors,  seems  to  be  waning.  How¬ 
ever,  in  the  case  of  this  book,  heterogeneity  offers  a  means  of  showing  the 
nature  of  Myers*  influence.  The  wide  variety  of  topics  selected  and  the  di¬ 
verse  backgrounds  of  the  contributors  fittingly  reflect  the  breadth  of  view¬ 
point,  the  multiple  gifts,  and  the  manifold  accomplishments  of  Myers  him¬ 
self. 

A  word  about  the  occasion  of  the  Festschrift:  The  editors  did  not  plan 
to  mark  a  special  birthday  anniversary  or  to  give  particular  recognition  to 
the  fact  that  in  1972  Myers  completed  thirty  years  as  professor  of  Hebrew 
and  Old  Testament  literature  and  theology  at  the  seminary.  They  simply 
felt  that  the  fullness  of  time  had  come,  when  the  harvest  of  years  of  pro¬ 
ductive  toil,  unattended  by  fanfare,  deserved  some  fitting  recognition. 
Thanks  to  the  efforts  of  those  whose  articles  make  up  the  volume,  and  those 
who  have  supported  it  financially,  the  honor  has  taken  form  in  a  contribu¬ 
tion  to  biblical  scholarship,  which  is  exactly  what  Professor  Myers  himself 
would  want  the  most. 

Nearly  all  the  papers  in  this  volume  were  written  in  1970.  This  means 
that  some  time  has  passed  between  the  time  of  their  composition  and  their 
publication,  a  fact  that  the  reader  should  keep  in  mind. 

It  should  be  noted  and  acknowledged  that  a  former  student  of  Professor 
Myers  has  presented  an  anonymous  gift  to  make  possible  the  publication 
of  this  Festschrift. 


The  Editors 


Ralph  D.  Heim 

Lutheran  Theological  Seminary  at  Gettysburg 


Jacob  Martin  Myers 


Every  productive  scholar  creates  his  own  autobiography,  for  he 
records  his  life  and  thought  inevitably  in  his  formal  publications,  and  less 
tangibly,  but  just  as  importantly,  he  leaves  his  mark  upon  the  minds  and 
lives  of  his  students,  friends,  and  fellow  scholars.  We  have  chronicled  below 
the  major  facts  and  achievements  in  Professor  Myers*  life — what  he  did, 
and  when — yet  these  offer  but  the  skeletal  outline.  To  understand  who  he 
really  is,  how  he  thinks,  and  what  he  believes,  one  must  go  on  to  read  his 
books  and  articles,  and  talk  with  those  who  know  him  personally. 

Jacob  M.  Myers  is  the  West  Pennsylvania  Synod  professor  of  Hebrew  and 
Old  Testament  language,  literature,  and  theology  in  the  Lutheran  Theologi¬ 
cal  Seminary  at  Gettysburg,  Pennsylvania  (LCA),  a  position  he  has  held 
with  great  distinction  since  1942.  Prior  to  that  appointment,  he  served 
the  seminary,  first  as  a  lecturer  in  New  Testament  studies  (1937-40)  and 
then  as  instructor  in  the  Old  Testament  department  (1940-42).  Thus  his 
service  to  the  seminary  spans  a  period  of  more  than  three  decades.  Myers 
has  also  been  a  visiting  professor  at  the  Pittsburgh  Theological  Seminary, 
the  Washington  Theological  Consortium,  and  the  Gettysburg-Lancaster 
postgraduate  program  at  York  College.  This  briefly  sets  forth  one  facet 
of  his  life:  his  career  in  teaching. 

The  son  of  Harvey  A.  and  Annie  (nee  Seiffert)  Myers,  Jacob  Myers  was 
born  October  25,  1904,  on  a  Pennsylvania  farm  in  West  Manchester  town¬ 
ship.  Myers  likes  to  refer  to  himself  as  a  “York  County  Dutchman,”  and 
still  dreams  occasionally  of  buying  “a  little  farm  on  which  to  retire.”  In 
any  case,  he  has  constantly  manifested  virtues  highly  prized  in  rural  America: 
industry,  simplicity  of  habit,  friendliness,  and  helpfulness. 
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In  1926,  he  married  Mary  Helen  Kimmel;  they  have  one  daughter,  Helen 
Elizabeth  Bream,  and  three  grandchildren.  No  small  part  of  their  life  has 
been  invested  in  this  growing  family. 

Myers  prepared  for  college  at  the  York  County  Academy,  graduating  in 
1923.  Gettysburg  College  awarded  him  the  Bachelor  of  Arts  degree  in  1927 
(and  a  Doctor  of  Letters  in  1967)  and  he  received  the  Bachelor  of  Divinity 
degree  from  Gettysburg  Seminary  in  1930.  That  same  year  he  was  ordained 
a  pastor  by  the  West  Pennsylvania  Synod  of  the  United  Lutheran  Church 
in  America. 

His  first  public  ministry  was  to  Grace  Lutheran  Church  and  St.  Luke 
Lutheran  Church,  which  formed  a  multiple  parish  near  Gettysburg.  Inas¬ 
much  as  this  ministry  did  not  end  until  1950,  it  may  be  said  that  he  has 
been  pastor  and  teacher  simultaneously  for  two  decades — a  fact  which  helps 
to  explain  why  his  scholarly  work  has  never  lost  touch  with  the  grassroots 
religious  issues  of  life.  Even  today,  he  can  sometimes  be  heard  wishing  for 
“a  little — just  a  little — country  parish  again.”  He  still  preaches  regularly 
and  over  a  wide  area  as  a  guest  pastor,  and  frequently  addresses  church 
groups  large  and  small,  relishing  this  kind  of  direct  contact  with  the  man  in 
the  pew. 

But  that  he  is  most  at  home  in  the  study  is  clear  not  only  from  his  writings 
but  also  from  the  fact  that  over  the  years  he  has  built  up  a  magnificent  per¬ 
sonal  library  of  several  thousand  volumes,  many  rare  and  precious.  They 
are  his  hobby  as  well  as  his  professional  tools  for  research. 

Myers’  pastoral  and  early  teaching  responsibilities  were  always  accom¬ 
panied  by  advanced  study,  first  at  Gettysburg  Seminary  (STM  in  1931), 
then  at  Temple  University  in  Philadelphia  (STD  in  1937),  and  finally  at 
Johns  Hopkins  University  (PhD  in  Semitics,  1946).  It  was  at  Johns  Hopkins 
that  he  came  under  the  profound  influence  of  Professor  W.  F.  Albright, 
the  man  who,  as  Myers  has  frequently  and  gratefully  acknowledged,  con¬ 
tinued  to  affect  his  scholarship  most  influentially  over  the  years. 

Throughout  his  career,  Myers  has  been  a  steadily  productive  scholar, 
writing  with  equal  skill  and  clarity  technical  works  for  the  specialist  as  well 
as  more  popular  books  and  articles  for  the  general  reader.  As  his  biblio¬ 
graphy  shows,  his  latter  years  have  brought  forth  more  books  than  articles. 
Most  of  his  articles,  in  fact,  were  written  before  he  received  his  degree  from 
Johns  Hopkins.  Recently,  he  has  completed  the  manuscripts  for  two  more 
volumes  in  The  Anchor  Bible,  I  and  II  Esdras ,  and  is  currently  preparing  a 
lengthy  article  on  Ezra  and  Nehemiah  for  Encyclopedia  Biblica . 

Myers  is  a  member  of  several  professional  and  scholarly  societies:  the 
American  Oriental  Society,  the  American  Academy  of  Religion,  the  Archae¬ 
ological  Institute  of  America,  and  the  Society  of  Biblical  Literature.  He 
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also  belongs  to  the  British  Society  for  Old  Testament  Study,  and  has  an 
honorary  membership  in  Phi  Beta  Kappa. 

Fortunately,  research  and  writing  have  not  detracted  from  Myers’  com¬ 
mitment  to  his  students.  He  has  always  felt  a  love  for  education,  and, 
through  his  classes  as  well  as  personal  counseling,  many  a  future  pastor  has 
been  intellectually  and  spiritually  enriched.  Myers  has  also  been  alert  to 
discover  and  encourage  the  student  who  has  that  extra  something  necessary 
for  advanced  study,  and  to  such  he  has  given  his  time  and  attention  unstint- 
ingly.  As  a  result,  he  has  had  the  personal  satisfaction  of  seeing  proteges 
go  on  to  become  teachers  and  scholars  who  are  a  credit  to  their  mentor. 

While  over  the  years  he  has  enjoyed  the  difficult  task  of  introducing 
students  to  the  history,  literature,  and  religion  of  the  Old  Testament,  Myers 
has  always  found  special  delight  in  courses  which  deal  directly  with  Hebrew. 
Here  he  is  in  his  element.  He  has  more  than  once  said  to  a  colleague  that 
he  comes  from  those  class  sessions  “like  a  bridegroom  leaving  his  chamber.” 
Those  who  know  him  well  understand  that  he  goes  to  his  study  early  each 
morning  with  that  same  zeal. 
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The  Relevance  of  the  Old 
Testament  for  Christian  Preaching 


It  has  become  a  truism  to  say  that  the  Old  Testament  has  been 
lost  for  Christian  preaching  in  large  sections  of  the  church.  One  has  only 
to  participate  in  the  life  of  almost  any  congregation  to  find  evidence  of 
such  loss.  But  biblical  scholars  have  not  arrived  at  a  consensus  as  to  how 
we  are  to  recover  the  lost  two-thirds  of  our  canon,  and  the  purpose  of  this 
article  is  to  aid  in  the  ongoing  discussion  of  the  problem.  We  will  put  the 
question,  first,  in  its  historical  perspective  in  order  that  we  may  realize 
just  where  we  are.  Second,  we  will  attempt  to  lay  the  exegetical  and  theo¬ 
logical  basis  for  the  Christian  use  of  the  Old  Testament.  Finally,  we  will 
suggest  some  possible  methods  of  preaching  from  the  Old  Testament. 
Certainly  this  article  makes  no  claim  to  solve  all  the  problems.  We  do  hope 
that  it  shows  that  the  problems  are  not  insoluble,  and  that  it  aids  the  church 
in  proclaiming  the  whole  Word  of  God  which  has  been  spoken  to  us. 


A  Historical  Review 

The  neglect  of  the  Old  Testament  in  the  contemporary  proclamation  of  the 
Church  did  not  come  about  accidentally.  It  is,  rather,  the  result  of  specific 
scholarly  views  imposed  on  the  Bible  during  the  last  part  of  the  nineteenth 
century  which  are  disastrously  still  very  much  alive  among  laymen  and  clergy¬ 
men  today.  There  have  been  efforts  in  the  church  ever  since  the  time  of  Marcion 
to  discard  the  Old  Testament  portion  of  the  canon  of  course,  but  the  modern 
abandonment  of  the  Book  of  the  Old  Covenant  grows  largely  out  of  the 
developmental,  historical  philosophy  of  Israel's  history,  which  was  finally 

3 


4 


Elizabeth  Achtemeier 


decisively  formulated  by  Julius  Wellhausen  in  his  Israelitische  und  Judische 
Geschichte  (1894). 

In  Wellhausen’s  philosophical  treatise,  the  history  in  the  Old  Testament 
was  viewed  as  a  natural  development  of  human  institutions  and  ideas, 
proceeding  by  its  own  inner  dynamic  and  paralleling  natural  development 
and  evolution  in  the  biological  world.  Israel’s  religious  life  proceeded, 
according  to  Wellhausen,  by  stages,  developing  out  of  an  early  natural, 
spontaneous  period  of  monolatry,  through  the  strict  monotheism  of  the 
prophets,  to  the  cultic  and  legalistic  religion  of  post-exilic  Judaism. 

This  meant,  as  Wellhausen’s  views  were  elaborated  (and  sometimes  dis¬ 
torted)  by  scholars  and  laity  at  the  turn  of  the  century,  that  the  history  of 
the  Bible  came  to  be  viewed  as  a  progressive  development  upward  toward 
the  final  achievement  of  the  highest  religious  ideals  in  the  teachings  of  Jesus. 
Revelation  was  equated  with  ideas  about  God,  and  the  highest  ideas,  rep¬ 
resented  in  the  teachings  of  the  Master,  superseded  and  made  irrelevant 
all  that  had  gone  before  them.  The  Old  Testament  became  an  outdated 
book,  primitive  in  its  earliest  history,  stultified  by  a  rigid  legalism  in  its 
final  stages,  exhibiting  only  in  occasional  teachings  of  the  psalmists  and 
prophets  religious  ideals  consonant  with  the  ethics  of  Jesus.  It  certainly 
had  no  revelatory  or  authoritative  value  for  the  church,  and  it  need  be  heeded 
only  insofar  as  it  provided  an  historical  background  to  the  understanding 
of  the  New  Testament.  Largely  the  Old  Testament  was  an  object  of  study 
for  the  antiquarian,  the  historian  of  religion,  the  archeologist.  For  the 
man  in  the  pew,  as  well  as  the  preacher  in  the  pulpit,  it  could  be  safely 
ignored. 

Anyone  familiar  with  the  course  of  modern  biblical  scholarship  knows 
that  the  philosophy  of  the  historical,  developmental  school  has  now  been 
thoroughly  shattered  against  the  rocks  of  form  and  tradition  criticism,  with 
the  approval  of  every  other  branch  of  biblical  science.  The  developmental 
view  of  biblical  history  has  been  abandoned,  the  basic  formative  period  of  the 
Judaic-Christian  faith  has  been  placed  in  Mosaic  times,  revelation  has  come 
to  be  understood  in  active  and  creative  terms,  and  emphasis  on  the  ethical 
ideals  of  the  Bible  has  given  way  to  an  acknowledgment  of  its  thoroughly 
kergymatic  character. 

What  has  not  been  provided  by  modern  scholarship  is  an  interpretive 
approach  to  the  Bible  as  a  whole  to  replace  the  Wellhausian  consensus. 
For  at  least  half  a  century,  nearly  everyone  in  the  church  agreed  that  the 
Old  Testament  could  be  abandoned.  Knowledgeable  churchmen  now  know 
that  such  abandonment  is  disastrous  to  the  proclamation  of  the  Gospel, 
but  there  is  no  general  agreement  among  biblical  interpreters  as  to  just 
why  this  is  so.  The  result  is  that  many  clergy  and  laymen  still  cling  to 
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their  developmental  views,  uneasily  refusing  to  abandon  old  safe  positions 
for  a  maze  of  conflicting  new  ones. 

Modern  attempts  to  justify  the  authority  of  the  Old  Testament  for  the 
church  have  been  as  many  as  they  are  varied,  and  this  article  makes  no 
attempt  to  review  them  all.  Rather,  we  shall  concentrate  on  some  attempts 
which  have  a  bearing  on  Christian  preaching,  since  it  is  in  the  modern  pulpit 
that  the  authority  of  the  Old  Testament  is  most  noticeably  lacking. 

One  of  the  chief  advocates  of  the  relevance  of  the  Old  Testament  for 
Christian  preaching  has  been  Lawrence  E.  Toombs  of  Drew  Theological 
Seminary  and  later  of  Union  College  in  British  Columbia.  In  a  number  of 
writings,1  Toombs  has  attempted  to  illustrate  how  the  relevance  of  the  Old 
Testament  can  be  uncovered  for  our  time.  The  two  Testaments  are  one, 
says  Toombs,  in  their  understanding  of  the  nature  of  man  and  his  needs 
and  of  the  manner  in  which  God  makes  himself  known.  Furthermore,  the 
essence  of  the  sermon  is  the  invitation  to  participate  in  an  existence  lived 
in  history  under  the  demand  and  freely  offered  grace  of  God.  The  Old 
Testament  is,  says  Toombs,  “. .  .  a  book  of  God’s  approach  to  man,  and 
if  preaching  is  an  invitation  to  accept  the  God  who  comes  to  men,  it  can 
hardly  be  conceived,  much  less  conducted,  without  the  Old  Testament.”2 

Toombs  links  our  historical  existence  with  that  of  man  in  the  Old  Testa¬ 
ment  on  the  basis  of  a  common  humanity:  “Insofar  as  we  of  the  twentieth 
century  share  with  ancient  man  in  a  common  humanity,  his  evaluations 
of  his  situation  are  potentially  relevant  to  our  own.”3  The  task  of  the 
preacher  in  Toombs’  method  of  preaching  from  the  Old  Testament  is  there¬ 
fore  to  discover  to  what  facet  of  the  human  condition  an  Old  Testament 
passage  was  originally  directed,  to  ask  what  the  contemporary  equivalents 
of  such  a  human  situation  are,  and  then  to  transfigure  and  transform  the 
ancient  word  of  the  Old  Testament  so  that  it  will  speak  its  authentic  message 
to  the  new  forms  in  which  that  human  situation  has  found  expression  in  the 
present  day.4 

In  such  methodology,  Toombs  acknowledges  the  relativity  of  man’s 
historical  existence:  “The  specifics  of  a  divine  demand  heard  in  an  earlier 
time  cannot  merely  be  transposed  into  the  existence  of  another  person. 
It  must  be  transformed  into  a  demand  which  rises  from,  and  speaks  back 
to,  his  own  distinctive  situation.”®  The  difficulty  is  that  Toombs  has  not 
fully  understood  the  historical  specificity  of  the  Old  Testament.  The  Word 
in  the  Old  Testament  is  not  directed  to  “humanity”  in  general.  It  is  directed 
to  Israel,  a  specific  people  who  stand  in  a  specific  relation  to  God,  and  it 
is  solely  in  the  context  of  that  relationship  (which  itself  changes,  as  von 
Rad  has  shown)  that  the  Old  Testament  Word  of  demand  and  judgment 
and  salvation  has  authority.  It  is  not  only  that  Israel  is  separated  from  us 
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by  time  and  culture  and  language  and  world-view — Toombs  has  made  al¬ 
lowance  for  that  gap.  It  is  also  that  she  is  a  unique  people  who  knows 
that  God  is  with  her,  to  judge  and  to  redeem  her,  and  it  is  this  uniqueness 
that  Toombs  has  not  acknowledged.  Indeed,  even  those  portions  of  the 
Old  Testament  which  seem  to  concern  humanity  in  general,  such  as  Gen 
1-11  or  some  of  the  Writings,  are  deductions  from  or  responses  to  Israel’s 
consciousness  of  her  election. 

It  is  this  historical  specificity  which  forms  the  offense  of  the  Bible,  for 
both  the  Old  Testament  and  the  New  (as  we  shall  show)  claim  that  God 
has  entered  into  his  world  only  in  relation  to  a  specific  people.  Thus  the 
Word  of  the  Scriptures  is  a  Word  which  is  spoken  to  that  people,  and  unless 
somehow  we  are  related  to  Israel,  the  Word  is  not  spoken  to  us.  As  Paul 
puts  it:  “They  are  Israelites,  and  to  them  belong  the  sonship,  the  glory, 
the  covenants,  the  giving  of  the  law,  the  worship,  and  the  promises:  to 
them  belong  the  patriarchs,  and  of  their  race,  according  to  the  flesh,  is  the 
Christ”  (Rom  9:  4-5). 

The  question  of  the  relevance  of  the  Old  Testament  to  Christian  preaching, 
then,  is  the  question  of  our  relationship  to  Israel.  What  do  we  have  to  do 
with  that  God-met  people,  and  what  do  they  have  to  do  with  us?  Do  we 
in  any  way  share  in  Israel’s  election  relationship  to  God  and  therefore  in 
the  Word  of  judgment  and  salvation  spoken  to  her?6 

It  is  this  historical  specificity  of  the  Old  Testament  Word  which  is  re¬ 
cognized  by  Rudolph  Bultmann.  In  his  article  “The  Significance  of  the 
Old  Testament  for  Christian  Faith,”7  Bultmann  points  to  the  historical, 
relative  nature  of  Israel’s  existence  and  the  fact  that  God’s  revelation  in 
the  Old  Testament  is  bound  to  the  history  of  that  particular  people: 

So  far  as  man  belongs  to  this  people,  he  can  take  comfort  in  the  grace  of 
God.  What  God  has  done  in  this  history  he  has  done  unto  each  individual 
in  so  far  as  this  individual  has  an  integral  place  within  his  people  and  his 
people's  history.  What  God  has  done  unto  the  patriarchs,  what  he  has 
done  unto  the  people  when  he  summoned  Moses,  led  the  people  out  of 
Egypt*  guided  them  through  the  wilderness,  and  brought  them  into  the 
Holy  Land,  he  has  done  even  now  unto  each  person,  since  this  history  is 
not  past  history  but  present,  ever  reactualized  in  the  present  generation 
of  the  people.8 

But,  says  Bultmann,  for  the  Christian,  this  concrete  history  of  God’s  dealing 
with  a  specific  people  has  now  come  to  an  end.  In  Christ,  God’s  eschatolo¬ 
gical  deed  of  forgiveness  is  now  proclaimed  and  is  no  longer  an  historical 
account  about  a  past  event,  mediated  through  an  ethnic,  national,  or  cul¬ 
tural  community,  but  is,  rather,  an  immediate  Word  which  addresses  each 
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individual  directly  as  the  Word  of  God.  Thus  for  the  Christian,  the  Old 
Testament  is  no  longer  the  Word  of  God  or  revelation.  Its  history  “has 
come  to  an  end.  The  old  has  passed  away,  the  new  has  come.”9 

Seen  from  this  standpoint,  says  Bultmann,  the  Old  Testament  is  law 
for  the  Christian,  history  without  grace,  and,  as  such,  it  can  be  used  in  the 
church  only  for  pedagogical  reasons— that  is,  it  can  be  used  to  show  the 
nature  of  our  existence  under  the  divine  demand.  But  even  the  concrete 
demands  of  the  Old  Testament  are  tied  to  Israel’s  specific  situation,  and 
therefore  they  are  obsolete.  The  only  demands  of  the  law  in  the  Old  Testa¬ 
ment  which  are  still  valid  for  us  are  those  truly  moral  demands  “that  spring 
out  of  human  relationship  as  such  and  not  out  of  its  concrete  historical 
form.”10  These  are  set  forth  in  a  clear  and  radical  way  in  the  Decalogue  and 
the  prophets,  but  they  are  not  specifically  Old  Testament  demands  as  such. 
“They  are  grounded  in  human  relationship  itself,  and  every  period  finds 
them  simply  by  serious  reflections  upon  this  relationship.”11  It  is  these 
demands,  then,  with  their  understanding  of  our  existence  as  set  under  the 
demand  of  God,  that  can  be  used  pedagogically  to  prepare  us  to  hear  the 
proclamation  of  grace  in  the  Gospel.  But  such  demands  are  not  found  merely 
in  the  Old  Testament.  There  may  be  other  sources  which  give  the  same  un¬ 
derstanding  of  existence. 

If  the  Old  Testament  is  understood  as  the  Word  of  God  for  the  church, 
writes  Bultmann,  it  can  only  be  so  in  the  indirect  sense  that  it  mirrors  our 
situation  into  which  the  Word  of  Christ  is  spoken.  But  nothing  is  found  in 
it  which  is  not  already  known  from  the  revelation  in  Jesus  Christ,12  and 
the  Old  Testament  becomes  the  Word  of  God  for  the  Christian  only  when 
it  is  thus  freed  from  its  original  reference  to  the  Israelite  people  and  their 
history  and  is  understood  as  preparation  for  the  Christian  understanding  of 
existence. 

Bultmann  thus  wrestles  with  the  historical  specificity  of  the  Old  Testa¬ 
ment  Word  in  a  far  more  cognizant  way  than  does  Toombs,  but  he  is  finally 
able  to  place  the  Old  Testament’s  proclamation  within  the  church  only  by 
abandoning  such  specificity.  Its  concrete  demands  must  be  turned  into 
general  moral  demands,  found  also  elsewhere,  in  order  to  serve  as  pedago¬ 
gical  tools  for  the  church.  Or  its  proclamation,  to  be  the  Word  of  God, 
must  be  understood  apart  from  Israel  and  within  an  eschatological,  ahistori- 
cal,  individualistic  framework,  as  the  address  of  Christ  to  the  individual 
now.13  Unfortunately,  this  approach  does  violence  to  both  Old  Testament 
and  New,  since  the  Old  Testament  never  understands  the  law  as  a  general 
moral  demand  but  only  as  the  concrete  commandment  of  God  to  its  specific 
elected  situation,  and  the  New  Testament  Gospel  is  never  divorced  from  its 
specific  and  historical  realization  in  the  person  of  Jesus  Christ  and,  through 
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him,  in  the  community  of  the  church.  It  is  precisely  Bultmann's  attempt 
to  shed  the  historical  specificity  of  the  biblical  Word  which  places  his  work 
outside  the  biblical  understanding. 

In  his  important  book  The  Authority  of  the  Old  Testament ,14  John  Bright 
initially  seems  to  avoid  the  errors  of  both  Bultmann  and  Toombs.  The 
Old  Testament  is  related  to  the  New,  and  therefore  authoritative  for  the 
Christian,  says  Bright,  by  reason  of  the  fact  that  it  shares  with  the  New 
Testament  a  common  “pervasive,  constantly  present,  normative”  theology 
or  structure  of  faith.  This  theology  Bright  characterizes  under  the  biblical 
categories  of  election,  covenant  (which  includes  the  exclusive  lordship  of 
Yahweh  and  his  covenant  demands  laid  upon  Israel),  and  hope  in  God’s 
future  action — although  Bright  by  no  means  intends  this  list  to  be  ex¬ 
haustive.  Furthermore,  although  any  “structure  of  faith”  is  an  abstraction 
out  of  a  living  history,  as  von  Rad  has  so  cogently  shown  in  his  Old  Testa¬ 
ment  Theology™  and  although  the  language  of  Bright’s  discussion  unfortu¬ 
nately  gives  the  impression  at  times  that  he  has  completely  divorced  this 
“structure  of  faith”  from  the  events  of  Israel’s  history  and  taken  flight  into 
a  gnostic  understanding  of  revelation,16  he  nevertheless  grounds  this  struc¬ 
ture  in  the  events  of  the  biblical  history.  Thus  Bright  has  recognized  that 
it  is  a  common  participation  in  an  election  relationship  with  the  covenant 
God  of  Israel  that  binds  together  Israelite  and  Christian,  Old  Testament 
and  New,  and  thus  makes  the  Old  Testament  relevant  for  the  proclamation 
of  the  Gospel.17 

Bright  reverses  his  position  in  his  very  next  chapter,  however,  when  he 
discusses  hermeneutics  and  the  use  of  the  Old  Testament  in  the  Christian 
pulpit.18  He  recognizes  that  not  only  there  is  a  heilsgeschichtliche  continuity 
between  the  Testaments,  but  also  that  there  is  a  discontinuity,  which  led 
to  the  Jewish  rejection  of  Christ  and  to  the  New  Testament’s  radical  re¬ 
interpretation  of  Israel’s  faith,  and  this  discontinuity,  says  Bright,  can  be 
characterized  by  the  fact  that  the  entire  perspective  of  the  Old  Testament 
is  b.c.  But  “.  .  .  b.c.  is  not — theologically  speaking — simply  an  epoch  in 
history  that  ended  with  the  birth  of  Christ:  it  is  a  condition  of  living.  It  is 
the  condition  of  standing,  whether  through  ignorance  or  by  decision,  out¬ 
side,  or  not  fully  subject  to,  the  messianic  kingdom  of  Christ.”19  This, 
writes  Bright,  is  more  or  less  the  condition  of  every  man,  even  of  the  Chris¬ 
tian,  and  thus,  in  its  “B.c.-ness,”  the  Old  Testament  speaks  to  the  condition 
of  every  man.  'This  is  the  “typical”  element  in  the  Old  Testament,  which 
“enables  it  to  address  modern  man  with  immediacy.”  “It  is  typical  because 
human  nature  remains  essentially  unchanged,  and  because  men  do  find 
themselves  in  typical  situations  and  react  to  circumstances,  their  fellowmen, 
and  their  God  in  typical  ways.”20  In  this  typical  “B.c.-ness,”  the  Old  Testa- 
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ment  therefore  serves  a  pedagogical  function,  mirroring  the  human  con¬ 
dition  and  impelling  man  beyond  the  bounds  of  b.c.  to  the  newness  of  the 
Gospel.21 

It  is  clear  that  Bright  is  sharing  here  Toombs1  view  of  a  common  humanity 
(if  in  a  somewhat  different  context)  and  also  Bultmann’s  view  of  the  Old 
Testament  as  a  propaedeutic  to  the  Gospel,  with  the  latter  transformed  into 
an  eschatological,  existential,  individualistic  understanding  of  existence. 
It  is  equally  clear  that  Bright  has  followed  both  Toombs  and  Bultmann  in 
their  abandonment  of  the  historical  specificity  of  the  biblical  Word,  for  what 
has  happened  to  that  “structure  of  faith”  which  Bright  has  previously 
maintained  to  be  normative  for  biblical  theology?  Where  are  the  election 
and  the  covenant  relationship,  when  the  Old  Testament  speaks  in  its  “b.c.- 
ness”  to  the  “typical”  human  situation?  The  Old  Testament  never  speaks 
without  the  presupposition  of  God’s  election  relationship  with  Israel.  Its 
Word  is  intended  for  a  people  who  knows  Yahweh  has  been  with  her,  and 
surely  that  experience  is  not  the  “typical”  condition  of  modern  man  !  Thus 
the  Old  Testament  remains  fully  alien  to  us,  whether  Christian  or  non- 
Christian,  unless  somehow  we  participate  in  Israel’s  relationship  with  her 
God.  This  portion  of  Bright’s  hermeneutical  method  falls  victim  to  the 
historical  specificity  of  the  Word  of  God. 

Brevard  S.  Childs  of  Yale  has  fully  recognized  the  necessity  of  interpreting 
the  Old  Testament  in  its  historical  specificity,  as  addressed  solely  to  an  elected 
people,  when  he  calls  for  the  recovery  of  the  canonical  context  in  doing 
biblical  theology.22  The  concept  of  a  “canon,”  in  Childs’  view,  has  meaning 
only  in  the  context  of  the  church  as  that  body  of  writing  which  calls  forth 
the  life  of  the  church  and  continues  to  nourish  it  with  the  bread  of  life  from 
God  for  each  succeeding  generation.  Thus  Childs  grounds  the  interpretation 
of  Scripture  solidly  in  the  elected  community  of  faith,  and  it  is  within  this 
community,  with  its  whole  canon,  that  each  Testament  is  listened  to  with 
its  historically  conditioned  texts.  Neither  Testament  is  sufficient  in  itself, 
for  both  are  part  of  that  canon  which  has  given  birth  to  the  church  itself 
and  through  which  the  living  God  continues  to  confront  his  people.  Thus 
the  Testaments  stand  in  a  two-way  dialogue  with  one  another,  and  both, 
in  their  decidedly  different  ways  and  in  their  own  historical  context,  witness 
to  Jesus  Christ.  Childs  has  not  fully  presented  the  exegetical  basis  of  this 
canonical  view  of  the  Scriptures,  and  thus  there  is  every  likelihood  that  his 
position  will  be  widely  misunderstood.  Nevertheless,  he  has  correctly  per¬ 
ceived  the  heart  of  the  Old  Testament  hermeneutical  problem. 

It  is  precisely  such  faithfulness  to  the  historical  specificity  of  the  biblical 
Word,  such  recognition  that  the  Old  Testament,  as  well  as  the  New,  is  ad¬ 
dressed  to  a  specific,  historical,  elected  people  of  God  that  will  prevent  the 
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allegorizing  and  moralizing  uses  of  the  Old  Testament  so  prevalent  in  the 
Christian  pulpit  today.  Wherever  one  finds  sermons  published  today,  one 
can  almost  at  random  find  the  Old  Testament  being  so  misused.  Only  a 
few  examples  must  suffice. 

In  a  sermon  entitled,  “Moral  Choice  in  a  Bountiful  Land,”  published  in 
The  Pulpit™  Dwight  E.  Stevenson  expounds  on  Josh  24:  15-16  :  .  .  choose 

this  day  whom  you  will  serve,  but  as  for  me  and  my  house,  we  will  serve 
the  Lord.”  The  situation  of  the  Israelites  newly  arrived  in  the  promised 
land  is  compared  to  that  of  Americans  on  the  frontier,  and  the  question  is 
raised  whether  we  will  now  be  conquered  by  the  comforts  of  urban  culture, 
as  the  Israelites  were  conquered  by  the  “fertile  acres  of  the  promised  land,” 
The  assumption  is  that  the  imperative  of  the  Old  Testament,  addressed  to 
the  elected  people  of  Yahweh  as  they  partake  of  the  fulfillment  of  the  divine 
promise  to  the  patriarchs,  can  somehow  be  generalized  to  apply  to  any 
pioneer  people  faced  with  the  temptations  of  civilization.  Not  only  is  the 
specific  historical  situation  of  the  Israelites  ignored,  but,  more  important, 
the  whole  credo  of  Josh  24,  with  its  recital  of  God’s  electing  acts  toward  the 
patriarchs  and  Israel,  is  ignored.  Stevenson  has  departed  from  his  text  and 
its  setting  at  the  very  beginning  of  his  sermon. 

The  same  error  is  found  time  and  again  in  the  expository  sections  of  The 
Interpreter's  Bible .  For  example,  in  commenting  on  Num  2:  1-34,  with  its 
description  of  the  Tent  of  Meeting  in  the  midst  of  the  Israelite  camp,  Albert 
George  Butzer  moralizes,  “Is  it  not  one  of  our  deepest  needs  to  put  the 
church  back  again  at  the  center  of  the  community’s  life  ?”M  as  if  somehow 
the  church  could  be  equated  with  the  ancient  Tent  of  Meeting  and  the 
elected  tribes  of  Israel  with  any  American  community.  Or,  in  expounding 
the  story  of  Joseph  thrown  into  the  pit,  Gen.  37:  24,  the  late  Walter  Russell 
Bowie  allegorized:  “Joseph  is  thrown  by  his  brothers  into  a  pit — a  dreadful 
physical  fact.  But  morally  and  spiritually,  too,  it  may  often  seem  that  the 
soul  of  man  is  in  a  pit.”25  Such  abandonment  of  the  specific  historical  nature 
of  the  Old  Testament  Word  would  seem  amusing  were  it  not  for  the  fact 
that  it  is  widely  practiced  in  the  American  pulpit  every  Sunday  of  the  year. 

The  point  which  should  be  emphasized,  however,  is  that  not  only  must 
the  historical  setting  of  the  Old  Testament  be  preserved  in  any  interpreta¬ 
tion  of  it,  but  it  must  be  recognized  that  part  of  the  historical  context  of  the 
Old  Testament  Word  is  the  election  relationship  of  Israel  with  her  God. 
If  that  relationship  is  abandoned,  if  the  Word  of  the  Old  Testament  is  un¬ 
derstood  as  addressed  not  to  a  specific,  historical,  elected  people  but  to 
.mankind  in  general,  then  the  historical  context  of  the  Old  Testament  has 
been  lost  and  its  proper  interpretation  has  become  impossible.  The  Old 
Testament  is  understood  within  the  context  of  Israel  as  chosen,  or  it  is  not 
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understood  at  all;  and  the  question  of  the  relevance  of  the  Old  Testament 
for  Christian  preaching  remains  the  question  of  our  relation  as  Christians 
to  the  Old  Testament  people  of  God. 


Exegetical  and  Theological  Basis  for  the  Christian  Use  of 
the  Old  Testament 

As  with  most  questions  of  theology,  the  question  of  our  relation  to  biblical 
Israel  can  be  answered  only  from  the  perspective  of  a  proper  understanding 
of  who  Jesus  Christ  is,  and  this  perspective  is  given  by  New  Testament  and 
Old  alike.  One  approaches  Jesus  Christ  initially  through  the  witness  of  the 
New  Testament,  but  it  becomes  startling  clear  in  that  witness  that  Jesus 
Christ  is  understood  by  the  New  Testament  writers  to  a  great  extent  in 
terms  of  the  function  and  role  of  Old  Testament  Israel.  We  can  by  no  means 
indicate  within  the  brief  limits  of  this  article  all  the  exegetical  evidence 
which  supports  that  statement,  but  the  general  argument  can  be  indi¬ 
cated. 

The  first  sentence  of  the  First  Gospel  proclaims  that  Jesus  Christ  is  the 
son  of  Abraham  and  the  son  of  David,  and  certainly  Jesus  is  understood 
throughout  the  New  Testament  as  the  fulfillment  of  the  promises  given  to 
both  Abraham  and  David.  Most  evident  to  the  church  has  been  the  fulfill¬ 
ment  of  the  latter  promise,  with  its  hope  of  the  coming  of  a  righteous  Da- 
vidic  king  or  Messiah.  Thus,  the  prophetic  messianic  pictures  such  as  those  in 
Is  9:  2-7  and  11:  1-9  or  Zech  9:  9-11  have  been  most  frequently  referred 
to  in  the  pulpit.  Much  less  understood  and  utilized  has  been  the  whole 
theology  of  the  Old  Testament’s  Royal  Psalms26  in  which  the  descendant 
of  David  who  is  awaited  is  the  adopted  son  of  God,  the  guarantor  of  Israel’s 
relation  with  Yahweh,  the  embodiment  of  the  people’s  life,  the  giver  of 
righteousness  and  shalomf  the  mandator  of  Yahweh,  sitting  at  his  right  hand 
and  sharing  in  his  cosmic  rule  and  power.  But  the  New  Testament  borrows 
frequently  from  this  Old  Testament  picture  of  the  ideal  coming  king  in  order 
to  make  clear  just  who  Jesus  is,27  and  the  fact  that  it  understands  our  Lord 
as  the  Davidic  Messiah  immediately  binds  up  his  life  with  the  life  of  Israel, 
for  the  point  of  the  messianic  expectation  in  2  Sam  7,  in  the  Deuteronomic 
history  of  the  Books  of  Kings,  and  in  the  Chronicler’s  history,  as  well  as 
in  the  Royal  Psalms,  is  that  the  covenant  promise  to  David  is  the  foun¬ 
dation  stone  of  Yahweh’s  relation  to  Israel.  It  is  through  the  Davidic  king, 
who  is  the  representative  of  the  people  before  God,  that  the  Royal  Theology 
sees  Yahweh  as  entering  into  relation  with  Israel,  and  the  righteousness  of 
the  awaited  Messiah  will  insure  that  that  relation  is  favorable,  bringing 
blessing  and  shalom  (cf  Jer  23:  5-6). 
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The  Hexateuchal  tradition,  centered  in  the  promises  to  Abraham,  is  of 
a  totally  different  nature,  and  indeed,  in  the  Old  Testament,  often  stands 
in  conscious  tension  with  the  Royal  Theology.  Nevertheless,  the  New  Testa¬ 
ment  understands  who  Jesus  is  also  in  terms  of  the  promises  to  the  fathers. 
According  to  the  traditions  of  Genesis,  it  is  through  Abraham  and  his  descen¬ 
dants  that  Yahweh  will  make  a  new  people,  who  will  live  under  his  righteous 
rule,  and  who  will  therefore  suffer  none  of  the  disruptions  of  communal  and 
family  life  which  are  pictured  as  the  results  of  sin  in  the  primeval  history 
of  Gen  2-11.  Given  to  this  people  will  be  a  “good  land,  flowing  with  milk 
and  honey,”  to  replace  the  good  garden  which  mankind  has  lost,  and  in  the 
P  traditions,  Israel  will  participate  in  an  everlasting  covenant  with  Yahweh, 
in  which  they  will  once  more  be  Yahweh’s  people  and  he  will  be  their  God. 
As  this  new  people  of  Yahweh,  Israel  will  be  a  blessing  in  the  midst  of  the 
earth,  the  community  through  which  all  nations,  who  now  stand  under  the 
curse  of  God  according  to  the  primeval  history,  will  once  again  find  blessing. 

That  this  promise  finds  its  partial  fulfillment  in  the  gifts  of  descendants 
and  nationhood  and  land  and  covenant  to  Israel28  is  quite  clear  in  the  Old 
Testament  record.  In  fact,  the  Deuteronomic  historians  affirm  the  total 
fulfillment  of  the  promise  (Josh  21:  43-45).  But  the  pre-exilic  prophets 
announce  that  the  fulfillment  is  totally  reversed  by  Israel’s  rebellion:  the 
covenant  is  broken,  the  land  will  be  lost  in  the  exile,  Israel  becomes  “no 
people,”  and  even  her  power  to  propagate  is  taken  away,  according  to  Hosea. 
Thus  the  hope  for  a  new  people,  a  new  land,29  a  new  covenant,  becomes  part 
of  the  eschatological  hope  in  the  prophets,  as  does  the  role  of  Israel  as  a 
blessing  in  the  midst  of  the  earth  (Is  19:  24;  Zech  8:  13;  cf  Jer  4:  2). 

That  which  is  pictured  in  the  hope  of  Isaiah  of  Jerusalem  is  a  new  con¬ 
gregation  of  faith,  which  becomes  the  cornerstone  of  the  new  Zion  and  the 
mediator  of  revelation  and  peace  to  all  nations  (Is  28:  16;  2:  2-4),  and  the 
expectation  is  that  through  Israel  all  nations  will  come  to  God  (cf  Zech  8: 
20-23;  Pss.  47;  87;  Zeph  3:  9)  That  this  expectation  is  pushed  to  its  most 
radical  form  in  Deutero- Isaiah,  then,  seems  quite  clear,  despite  the  long 
dispute  over  the  identity  of  the  Suffering  Servant.  If  the  Servant  is  meant 
to  be  identified  with  Israel  transformed  by  the  Spirit  of  God — and  we  think 
he  is — the  picture  of  the  Servant’s  work  is  fully  consonant  with  the  picture 
given  by  Isaiah  of  Jerusalem,  of  whose  school  of  tradition,  in  all  likelihood, 
Deutero- Isaiah  was  a  member.  Once  again  Israel,  the  Servant,  is  the  medi¬ 
ator  of  revelation  (light)  to  the  nations,  the  center  from  which  Yahweh’s 
mishpat  and  torah  go  out  to  all  people  (cf  Is  2: 3-4;  42: 1-4).  But  the  theology 
has  become  radically  incarnational,  and  the  covenant  as  well  as  the  suffering 
and  atoning  death  for  sin  become  embodied  in  the  person  of  the  Servant 
(Is  42:  6;  49:  6;  52:  13-53:  12).  At  the  same  time,  the  Royal  Theology  with 
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its  “steadfast,  sure  love  for  David,”  is  understood  as  the  additional  guaran¬ 
tee  of  Yahweh’s  favor  toward  his  people  (Is  55:  3-5). 

Indeed,  it  can  be  said  that  the  major  emphases  of  both  the  Royal  and 
Hexateuchal  theologies  are  summed  up  and  combined  in  the  figure  of  the 
Suffering  Servant  in  Deutero- Isaiah.  There  is  the  emphasis  on  the  exodus, 
the  wilderness  time,  the  covenant,  the  good  land,  the  new  people  as  a  blessing 
in  the  midst  of  the  earth.  But  within  this  Hexateuchal  framework,  the  figure 
of  the  Servant  (although  probably  primarily  a  prophetic  figure)  borrows 
from  the  characteristic  Isaianic  understandings  of  the  Messiah  as  the  bearer 
of  the  Spirit  and  the  bringer  of  righteousness  and  shalom ,  as  well  as  from 
Isaiah’s  emphasis  on  Zion  as  the  center  of  revelation,  incarnated  in  the 
new  congregation  of  faith  (cf  Is  40:  9;  51:  16;  52:  8-9).  And  the  way  the 
Royal  and  Hexateuchal  theologies  are  combined  by  Deutero-Isaiah  makes 
it  almost  impossible  to  separate  them.  Both  before  and  after  Deutero- 
Isaiah,  the  Deuteronomic  historians  and  the  Chronicler,  respectively,  com¬ 
bined  the  Royal  and  Hexateuchal  theologies  to  some  extent,  the  former  by 
making  the  Davidic  king  subject  to  the  law  of  Moses,  the  latter  by  modeling 
David  after  the  figure  of  Moses,  and  all  these  traditions  witness  to  post- 
exilic  efforts  to  bring  Israel’s  various  theological  complexes  into  a  unified 
whole.  But  the  fruits  of  these  efforts  in  the  Old  Testament  are  largely  escha¬ 
tological  projections  into  the  future,  hopes  for  Israel’s  future  life  before 
God. 

It  is  in  the  New  Testament  that  Israel’s  hope  is  fulfilled,  and  the  unity 
toward  which  the  Old  Testament  theologies  strain  finds  its  concrete  histori¬ 
cal  realization  in  the  figure  of  Jesus  of  Nazareth.  He  is,  as  we  have  noted, 
the  awaited  Messiah,  the  bearer  of  the  promise  to  David.  But  he  is  clearly 
also  the  fulfillment  of  the  promise  to  Abraham,  not  only  in  general  terms 
but  in  terms  of  the  concrete  content  of  the  promise.  He  is  the  one  who  be¬ 
comes,  as  Israel  was  meant  to  become,  the  blessing  in  the  midst  of  the  earth 
(Acts  3:  25;  Gal  3:  8).  He  is  understood  as  the  new  covenant  and  the 
beginning  of  God’s  new  people.  Indeed,  he  is  even  identified  with  the  prom¬ 
ised  land  Israel  was  to  inherit,  her  place  of  rest  (Heb  3:  12-4:  13).  But, 
after  the  manner  of  the  Isaianic  prophecies,  all  has  become  incarnational, 
the  promises  and  prophetic  words  to  Israel  clothed  in  flesh  and  blood. 
Thus  Jesus  Christ  is  an  incarnate  covenant  (Gal  4:  21  ff)  and  light  to  the 
nations  and  an  incarnate  atoning  sacrifice.  And  his  body  becomes  identi¬ 
fied  with  Zion  and  its  temple,  as  the  place  of  revelation  (Mt  26:  61;  27:  40; 
Jn  2:  19;  4:  21  ff;  cf  Heb  12:  22  ff;  Rev  14:  1;  21:  22).  He  becomes  Isaiah’s 
cornerstone,  the  germ  cell  of  the  new  and  faithful  Israel  (1  Pet  2:  4  ff;  Eph 
2:  18-22),  and  all  who  trust  in  him  are  built  into  him  as  members  of  his 
body.  At  the  same  time,  as  son  of  David  and  of  Abraham,  he  is  the  new 
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Moses  in  the  First  Gospel,30  and  in  the  Gospel  according  to  John  and  in  Acts, 
he  is  the  awaited  “prophet  like  Moses.”31 

The  New  Testament  utilizes  every  tradition  at  its  disposal  to  proclaim 
that  Jesus  Christ  has  gathered  up  into  himself  and  fulfilled  the  role  and 
function  of  Old  Testament  Israel,  as  those  are  understood  in  both  corporate 
and  individual  terms,  and  it  is  in  his  person  alone  that  the  Old  Testament 
finds  that  unity  and  completion  of  its  history  for  which  Israel  had  hoped. 
Jesus  Christ  means  the  confirmation  of  Israel’s  history,  the  assurance  that 
her  hope  was  not  in  vain  and  that  her  God  was  faithful  to  his  Word.  And 
certainly  without  the  Old  Testament,  Jesus  Christ  cannot  be  known  for  who 
he  truly  is. 

At  the  same  time,  Jesus  Christ  means  the  end  of  Old  Testament  Israel’s 
history,  for  he  replaces  Old  Testament  Israel  as  God’s  chosen  son.  The 
unfaithful  son  of  the  Old  Testament  (cf  Ex  4:  22-23;  Is  1:  2;  Hos  11:  1-9; 
Jer  31:  20)  gives  way  to  the  faithful  son  of  the  New,  and  from  the  time  of 
his  resurrection  on,  the  promises,  the  election,  the  covenant,  the  law,  the 
Messiah,  the  future  hope — all  the  traditions  of  Israel — can  be  rightly  under¬ 
stood  only  in  terms  of  Jesus  Christ.  In  this  sense,  Jesus  Christ  is  therefore 
the  fulfillment  of  the  prophetic  words  of  judgment  and  salvation;  for  with 
his  death,  all  the  old  Israel  (as  well  as  all  the  old  mankind)  dies — a  judgment 
never  fully  realized  in  the  exile  of  Israel — and  with  his  resurrection,  the 
new  Israel  (which  is  synonymous  with  the  new  mankind)  lives — a  consum¬ 
mation  unrecognized  and  still  hoped  for  by  the  Jews.  Thus,  at  the  same  time 
that  the  New  Testament  is  a  summation  and  completion  and  fulfillment  of 
the  Old  Testament,  it  is  also  its  transformation,  and  it  is  quite  true  that  the 
Christian  can  read  the  Old  Testament  only  in  the  light  of  the  New,  while 
at  the  same  time  understanding  the  New  Testament  only  with  the  help  of 
the  Old. 

But  the  Old  Testament  still  remains  a  strange  document  to  the  Christian 
and  of  help  only  in  understanding  who  Jesus  Christ  is  unless  we  go  a  step 
further  and  examine  the  meaning  of  the  new  Israel  for  us. 

The  new  Israel  is  Jesus  Christ,  as  we  have  shown.  In  him,  according 
to  the  New  Testament,  the  new  people  of  God  has  its  beginning  and  its 
life,  and  apart  from  him,  there  is  no  new  people  and  therefore  no  fulfill¬ 
ment  of  the  Word  to  Israel.  But  it  is  the  proclamation  of  the  New  Testament 
that  by  faith  in  Jesus  Christ,  by  trust  in  God’s  saving  act  in  him,  we  too 
become  members  of  God’s  chosen  people  and  participate  in  his  life.  Through 
Christ,  we  enter  into  covenant  relationship  with  God,  and  the  former  alien¬ 
ation  caused  by  our  sin  is  ended.  We  become  the  elected  people,  the  re¬ 
deemed  people,  the  God-met  people,  with  our  new  Moses  and  our  Davidic 
Messiah.  We  become  God’s  kingdom  of  priests  and  God’s  holy  nation,  set 
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apart  to  be  the  instrument  of  God’s  purpose  in  the  world.  Especially  1  Pet 
2:  9-10  and  Eph  2:  11-22  make  this  clear: 

Remember  that  you  were  at  that  time  separated  from  Christ,  alienated 
from  the  commonwealth  of  Israel,  and  strangers  to  the  covenants  of  prom¬ 
ise,  having  no  hope  and  without  God  in  the  world.  But  now  in  Christ 
Jesus  you  who  oijce  were  far  off  have  been  brought  near  in  the  blood  of 
Christ.  (Eph  2:  12-13.) 

Thus  the  words  which  were  spoken  to  Old  Testament  Israel  as  she  approached 
the  mount  of  covenanting  in  Ex  19:  6  are  in  1  Pet  2:  9  spoken  to  those 
who  are  “in  Christ  Jesus”;  and  in  1  Pet  2:  10,  then,  Hosea’s  promise  of  a 
new  people  (Hos  2:  16-23)  is  seen  as  fulfilled  by  the  people  of  Christ  (cf 
Rom  9:  22  ff;  15:  7  ff).  We  who  were  once  outside  the  people  of  God  have 
become,  in  Paul’s  words,  the  wild  olive  shoots  who  have  been  grafted  onto 
the  root  of  Israel  (Rom  11:  17  f).  In  the  Gospel  according  to  Matthew,  the 
followers  of  Jesus  are  therefore  given  their  new  law,  preached  from  their 
new  mount  of  covenanting,  by  their  new  Moses  (Mt  5-7).  In  Mark  3:  13-19, 
after  Jesus’  rejection  by  the  scribes  and  Pharisees,  the  twelve  disciples  are 
called  up  “into  the  hills”  (the  mount?)  to  become  those  who  now  replace 
the  twelve  tribes  of  Israel.  And  in  the  Gospel  according  to  John,  to  cite 
only  one  example,  Jesus  is  that  bread  of  life  which  is  the  manna  given  to 
all  who  believe  in  him,  as  the  manna  was  given  to  Israel  in  the  wilderness 
(Jn  6).  As  those  who  are  “in  Christ”  or  who  are  “members  of  his  body,” 
to  use  Paul’s  terminology,  we  too  become  God’s  new  people,  God’s  new 
Israel  in  Christ,  built  into  the  “household  of  God,”  as  his  sons  and  members 
of  his  new  covenant.  In  Christ,  but  in  him  alone,  the  Christian  church  has 
become  the  new  people  of  God,  fulfilling  the  Old  Testament  prophetic  hope 
for  the  participation  of  all  peoples  in  Israel.  Contrary  to  Bultmann,  the 
new  Israel  in  Christ  is  a  concrete  historical  entity,  manifested  in  the  histori¬ 
cal  life  of  the  Christian  church.  But  the  national,  ethnic,  cultural  life  of  the 
Old  Testament  Israel  has  been  left  behind.  In  fulfillment  of  the  promise 
to  Abraham,  the  new  Israel  in  Christ  has  become  that  fellowship  in  which  the 
divisions  of  mankind  pictured  in  Gen  2-11  have  been  finally  healed,  and 
there  is  now  one  fellowship  under  the  sovereignty  of  God: 

There  is  neither  Jew  nor  Greek,  there  is  neither  slave  nor  free,  there  is 
neither  male  nor  female;  for  you  are  all  one  in  Christ  Jesus.  And  if  you 
are  Christ’s,  then  you  are  Abraham’s  offspring,  heirs  according  to  promise. 
(Gal  3:  28.) 

In  the  light  of  this  good  news — that  we  are  members  of  God’s  chosen 
people  through  our  faith  in  Jesus  Christ — for  the  first  time  the  Old  Testa- 
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ment  may  be  seen  as  addressed  to  us,  as  the  Word  of  God  which  is  authorita¬ 
tive  for  our  life.  The  Old  Testament  is  addressed  to  the  covenant  people 
of  Yahweh  and  is  authoritative  only  for  them,  and  through  faith  in  Christ 
we  have  now  become  members  of  that  people.  Now  the  Old  Testament  may 
be  our  story;  now  its  history  may  be  our  history.  Now  its  God  may  be  our 
God,  and  its  Word  may  be  the  Word  also  to  us.  But  there  can  be  no  author¬ 
ity  in  the  Old  Testament  for  us  outside  that  covenant  framework,  outside 
the  act  of  God  in  Jesus  Christ  which  has  made  us  members  of  his  people. 
There  is  no  possibility  for  us  of  understanding  the  Old  Testament  as  the 
Word  of  God  for  b.c.  man;  no  possibility  of  seeing  the  Old  Testament  as 
divine  law  and  nothing  else;  no  possibility  of  identifying  the  Old  Testament 
Word  with  God’s  instruction  for  mankind  under  wrath— for  the  Old  Testa¬ 
ment  has  the  possibility  of  becoming  Word  of  God  for  us  only  in  the  context 
of  a.d.  grace,  only  in  the  context  of  the  new  covenant  in  the  new  Israel  in 
Jesus  Christ. 


Homiletical  Methodology 

The  foregoing  does  not  mean  that  we  abandon  the  historical  understanding 
of  the  Old  Testament.  It  must  be  understood  in  its  historical  context,  as 
words  and  traditions  addressed  at  specific  times,  through  the  witness  of 
human  speakers  and  writers,  to  the  ancient  Near  Eastern  people  of  Israel. 
As  the  history  of  ancient  Israel,  it  tells  us  of  our  beginnings.  It  shows  us 
the  long  and  tortuous  way  by  which  God  has  fashioned  for  himself  a  new 
people.  It  tells  us  about  the  promises  of  which  we  have  now  become  heirs. 
It  makes  clear  how  the  Christian  church  has  been  created  in  Jesus  Christ 
and  why  its  creation  was  necessary.  And  that  can  all  be  read  and  studied 
as  the  interesting  history  of  our  beginnings,  just  as  a  United  States  citizen 
can  read  the  interesting  history  of  the  American  Revolution. 

Certainly  the  Christian  preacher  has  the  responsibility  of  telling  that 
history  to  his  people,  of  proclaiming  the  story  of  what  God  has  done  in  Israel. 
Otherwise  his  people  will  never  know  clearly  who  Jesus  Christ  is  or  even  who 
they  are  as  members  of  the  new  covenant  people,  the  Christian  church. 
And  without  that  knowledge,  the  Old  Testament— and,  indeed,  the  New 
Testament  can  never  become  the  Word  of  God  for  the  preacher’s  people. 
There  must  be,  as  the  foundation  of  all  Christian  proclamation,  the  announ¬ 
cement  of  what  God  has  done,  and  this  is  as  true  when  one  is  preaching  from 
the  Psalms  as  it  is  when  one  is  preaching  from  Genesis  or  the  prophets. 
The  picture  of  the  historical  people  of  Israel,  in  their  historical  situation  be¬ 
fore  God,  must  be  clearly  implanted  in  the  minds  of  the  preacher  and  his 
people. 
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In  the  1940s,  it  was  the  tendency  of  many  in  the  Biblical  Theology 
Movement  to  regard  this  first  step  in  biblical  preaching  as  sufficient;  and 
during  the  1950s  and  1960s,  it  became  a  shibboleth  throughout  the  church 
in  the  United  States  to  regard  biblical  theology  as  consisting  solely  in  the 
proclamation  of  the  “mighty  acts  of  God.”32  But  the  proclamation  of  what 
God  has  done  in  the  history  of  Israel,  as  that  is  witnessed  to  in  both  Old 
Testament  and  New,  lays  only  the  foundation  for  biblical  preaching.  It 
has  merely  made  it  possible  for  the  Old  Testament,  and,  indeed,  the  Bible 
as  a  whole,  to  become  Word  of  God  for  us,  since  it  has  made  it  clear  that  we 
are  related  to  biblical  Israel,  and  that  our  relationship  is  founded  on  our 
new  covenant  with  God  in  Jesus  Christ.  Nevertheless,  that  whole  story 
of  what  God  has  done,  and  of  how  we  have  become  what  we  are,  can  remain 
a  fully  past  event,  having  no  significance  for  us  except  as  etiology.  It  is 
fully  possible  to  acknowledge  that  we  are  the  new  Israel  in  Christ  without 
confronting  the  biblical  story  as  authority  for  our  life — as,  sadly,  the  history 
of  the  Christian  church  has  so  frequently  made  clear.  Toombs  and  Bultmann 
and  Bright  and  the  others  in  the  long  list  of  modern  biblical  scholars  who 
emphasize  the  existentialist  nature  of  the  biblical  Word  are  quite  correct 
when  they  emphasize  that  biblical  preaching  must  show  the  Word  to  be 
salvation  and  judgment  and  imperative  for  our  present  situation  if  it  is 
to  become  Word  of  God  for  us.  To  use  one  of  George  Buttrick’s  colorful 
phrases,  somehow  the  sermon  must  finally  “nail  the  hearer  to  the  pew.” 
Our  question  is,  then:  How  is  this  to  be  done  in  Christian  preaching,  speci¬ 
fically  in  relation  to  the  Old  Testament? 

Two  methods  present  themselves  out  of  the  biblical  material  itself:  rep¬ 
resentation,  and  analogy.  But,  at  the  risk  of  being  boringly  repetitious, 
let  it  be  emphasized  once  more  that  neither  method  has  any  validity  except 
as  it  is  used  against  the  background  of  our  relationship  to  Israel  in  Jesus 
Christ.  Bultmann  has  used  the  first  method,  and  Toombs  the  second,  for 
example,  but  our  argument  has  been  that  the  foundational  relationship  of 
the  Christian  to  Israel  through  Christ  has  not  been  fully  understood  by 
either  of  these  scholars,  as  is  the  case  with  many  others. 

Martin  Noth  has  discussed  the  method  of  re-presentation  in  his  article 
on  “The  ‘Re-Presentation’  of  the  Old  Testament  in  Proclamation.”33  He 
has  correctly  pointed  out  that  in  the  three  great  annual  festivals  of  Israel 
past  and  future  events  in  Israel’s  history  with  her  God,  such  as  the  wilder¬ 
ness  wanderings  or  the  exodus  or  the  eschatological  accession  of  God  to  rule,34 
as  well  as  the  giving  of  the  law,  were  presented  to  Israel  as  present,  contem¬ 
porary  happenings,  which  carried  with  them  the  immediate  judging  and 
saving  and  demanding  action  of  God  toward  Israel.  That  is,  Israel’s  history 
with  God,  both  past  and  future,  became  contemporary,  a  fact  of  “now,” 
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for  each  new  generation  of  Israelites  who  made  their  pilgrimage  to  the 
annual  feasts,  and  this  was  done,  Noth  believes,  through  the  cult,  primarily 
by  means  of  proclamation  and  narration  but  perhaps  also  by  means  of 
cultic  drama. 

That  this  was  the  case  in  ancient  Israel  is  made  clear  throughout  the  book 
of  Deuteronomy,  in  which  seventh-century  b.c.  Israel  is  addressed  as  if  she 
were  the  Israel  of  the  thirteenth  century  b.c.,  still  in  the  wilderness  with 
Moses.  Thus  there  is  the  constant  emphasis  on  “this  day”  in  Deuteronomy: 

.  .  this  day  you  have  become  the  people  of  the  Lord  your  God”  (Deut 
27:  9). 

You  stand  this  day  all  of  you  before  the  Lord  your  God  .  .  .  that  you  may 
enter  into  the  sworn  covenant  of  the  Lord  your  God,  which  the  Lord  your 
God  makes  with  you  this  day;  that  he  may  establish  you  this  day  as  his 
people,  and  that  he  may  be  your  God,  as  he  promised  you,  and  as  he  swore 
to  your  fathers,  to  Abraham,  to  Isaac,  and  to  Jacob.  Nor  is  it  with  you 
only  that  I  make  this  sworn  fcovenant,  but  with  him  who  is  not  here  with 
us  this  day  as  well  as  with  him  who  stands  here  with  us  this  day  before 
the  Lord  our  God.  (Deut  29:  10-15;  cf  5:  2-4.) 

In  other  words,  the  biblical  understanding  of  the  nature  of  the  Word 
is  that  it  carries  with  it  the  action  of  God,  not  only  in  the  past  or  in  the 
future  but  contemporarily  in  the  present  “now.”  For  biblical  Israel  in  Pal¬ 
estine,  for  example,  the  exodus  was  not  simply  a  past  saving  event  which 
Israel  knew  to  be  part  of  its  former  history  with  God.  Through  the  narra¬ 
tion  of  the  exodus  story,  at  the  Feast  of  Tabernacles  and  at  Passover,  the 
exodus  event  became  contemporary;  the  Word  of  the  exodus  continued 
to  work,  exerting  its  influence  on  the  present  and  working  its  redemption 
among  those  who  were  hearing  the  story  anew.  As  von  Rad  has  so  brilliantly 
pointed  out  in  Old  Testament  Theology ,  it  was  this  continuing  working  of 
the  Word  which  led  to  the  constant  reformulation  and  contemporizing  of 
Israel's  past  traditions,  and  the  ever  new  action  of  the  past  Word  to  Israel 
can  be  seen  throughout  the  Old  Testament  in  the  constant  updating  of  the 
past  saving  events  and  ordinances. 

Basic  to  this  phenomenon  of  contemporizing  in  the  Old  Testament  is  a 
dual  understanding  with  regard  to  the  Word  of  God.  It  is  taken  for  granted 
that  the  Word  of  God  is  an  active,  effective  power  which  creates  and  shapes 
the  course  of  history,35  just  as  it  similarly  works  in  the  realm  of  nature. 
Secondly,  it  is  assumed  that  a  Word,  spoken  to  a  specific  situation,  is  not 
exhausted  in  its  action  in  that  situation,  but  that  it  continues  to  work  in 
the  events  which  come  after,  influencing  also  their  course.  The  Word  of 
God  in  the  Old  Testament — and,  indeed,  in  the  New — is  not  the  conveyor 
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of  knowledge,  which  is  but  a  deduction  from  it,  but  the  powerful  action  of 
God  within  the  sphere  of  man.  And  always  the  Word  is  alive  in  the  Bible 
(Jesus  Christ  is  risen  I),  it  works,  it  acts  according  to  the  purposes  of  God, 
it  exerts  its  influence. 

Such  an  understanding  might  seem  a  little  farfetched  to  twentieth- 
century  man  were  it  not  for  the  fact  that  we  know  the  same  phenomenon 
in  Christian  worship.  For  example,  we  gather  around  the  Lord’s  table  for 
the  Last  Supper,  and  we  hear  the  ancient  story:  “.  .  .  the  Lord  Jesus  on  the 
night  when  he  was  betrayed  took  bread,  and  when  he  had  given  thanks, 
he  broke  it,  and  said,  ‘  This  is  my  body  which  is  broken  for  you  .  .  .  ’  ”  And 
by  the  active  effective  working  of  the  Word  of  God  (many  would  say,  by 
the  working  of  the  Holy  Spirit),  the  event  of  the  Last  Supper  suddenly 
becomes  contemporary.  Suddenly,  we  are  now  there  in  that  upper  room, 
sitting  among  the  disciples,  hearing  that  one  of  us  will  betray  Jesus  and 
wondering,  “Is  it  I?”  Through  the  narration  of  the  past  history,  the  events 
of  the  Bible  become  present  history  for  us,  and  we  find  ourselves  confronted 
by  the  immediate  action  of  God  through  them. 

Thus,  as  members  of  the  covenant  people,  when  we  hear  a  story  of  God’s 
dealings  with  Israel  from  the  Old  Testament,  in  all  its  concrete  historical 
detail,  it  can  happen  by  the  working  of  the  Word  of  God  that  that  story 
becomes  a  present  event  for  us.  It  is  here.  The  saving  or  judging  or  demand¬ 
ing  of  God,  directed  to  our  fathers  in  the  faith,  becomes  an  action  directed 
immediately  also  to  us,  and  we  can  say,  in  the  manner  of  Deuteronomy, 
“Not  toward  our  fathers  did  God  act,  but  toward  us,  who  are  all  of  us  here 
alive  this  day.”  When  we  hear  the  story  of  the  exodus,  for  example,  we 
become  the  ancient  Israelites,  waiting  behind  doors  smeared  with  blood, 
our  loins  girded  for  flight,  our  kneading  bowls  bound  in  our  mantles  on  our 
shoulders,  and  the  smell  of  roasted  lamb  in  our  nostrils.  The  Word  of  God, 
spoken  to  ancient  Israel  and  told  once  more  to  us,  creates  the  situation  before 
God  of  which  it  speaks,  in  our  lives,  and  God  acts  through  that  Word  not 
only  toward  ancient  Israel  but  now  toward  us,  the  new  Israel. 

Thus  it  can  happen  that  dramatic  proclamation  of  the  story,  the  retell¬ 
ing  of  the  mighty  acts  of  God,  itself  becomes  the  medium  through  which 
the  Bible  becomes  for  us  Word  of  God  and  authoritative.  It  was  precisely 
this  phenomenon  which  gave  the  Biblical  Theology  Movement  its  great 
impetus  during  the  past  two  decades.  But  because  this  phenomenon  depends 
on  the  free  grace  of  God,  acting  through  his  Word,  it  is  also  an  experience 
which  cannot  be  coerced,  as  the  Biblical  Theology  Movement  aiso  discovered, 
somewhat  to  its  dismay.  There  is  no  homiletical  technique  which  will 
insure  that  the  story  becomes  the  Word  of  God  for  us.  Certainly  the  preacher 
can  trust  that  such  an  event  will  take  place.  He  can  suggest  to  his  people 
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that  it  may  happen.  He  can,  and  indeed  he  must,  through  careful  prepara¬ 
tion  and  historical  research  and  vividness  and  clarity  of  language,  attempt 
to  remove  needless  obstacles  from  the  way  of  the  coming  Word.  But  in 
the  last  analysis,  whether  or  not  the  biblical  story  becomes  Word  of  God 
for  us  is  up  to  God  himself,  a  fact  for  which  we  should  surely  be  grateful, 
considering  our  constant  prideful  attempts  to  manipulate  our  people  and 
to  capture  God.  We  preachers  stand  under  the  command  to  proclaim  the 
story — as  Paul  puts  it  (1  Cor  3),  to  plant  and  to  water.  Whether  or  not 
there  is  growth  then  depends  on  the  Lord. 

Theoretically,  because  the  entire  Old  Testament  is  primarily  concerned 
with  the  action  of  God  toward  ancient  Israel,  in  this  method  of  re-presen¬ 
tation  no  portion  of  the  Old  Testament  should  be  incapable  of  being  pro¬ 
claimed  as  part  of  God’s  action,  and  in  fact  the  church  needs  much  more 
to  utilize  the  narrative  portions  of  the  Old  Testament  in  this  fashion.  There 
are  vast  areas  of  the  biblical  witness  to  God  which  have  been  omitted  from 
the  church’s  proclamation  by  the  omission  of  these  narratives  (e.g.,  the 
many-sided  views  of  the  judging  actions  of  God).  On  the  other  hand,  there 
are  portions  of  the  Old  Testament  story  in  which  the  action  of  God  is  so 
obscure  or  in  which  such  action  is  spread  out  over  such  a  length  of  time  that 
it  becomes  almost  impossible  to  present  it  within  the  framework  of  the  ser¬ 
mon.  The  preacher  has  the  responsibility  of  carefully  choosing  his  texts 
in  order  to  tell  the  whole  story  most  vividly  and  forcefully,  but  he  must  be 
equally  sure  that  he  does  not  omit  some  portions  of  the  biblical  story 
simply  because  they  are  distasteful  to  him  or  because  he  himself  has  not 
studied  them  sufficiently  to  understand  what  God  did  in  them  toward 
Israel. 

Finally,  in  re-presenting  the  Old  Testament,  the  preacher  must  always 
make  clear  the  foundation  on  which  the  Old  Testament  is  given  to  us — 
through  God’s  act  in  Jesus  Christ,  which  has  made  us  the  new  Israel,  which 
means  ultimately  that  the  Old  Testament  is  never  the  story  solely  in  itself, 
but  that  it  is  the  story  which  finds  its  purpose  and  fulfillment  and  close 
in  Jesus  Christ.  This  foundation  may  simply  be  presented  at  the  beginning 
of  the  sermon,  and  the  preacher  can  then  proceed  to  the  exposition  of  an 
Old  Testament  text.  But,  methodologically,  the  preacher  will  most  often 
find  it  necessary  to  utilize  also  a  second  method — that  of  showing  the  Old 
Testament  story  as  the  analogy  of  our  life  before  God. 

A  great  deal  has  been  written  about  this  method  of  using  the  Old  Testa¬ 
ment  in  the  Christian  church,  largely  on  the  basis  of  Gerhard  von  Rad’s 
renewed  use  of  it,  and  most  often  such  a  method  has  been  called  “typology.’1 
But  this  is  a  poor  term,  since  it  confuses  the  method  with  that  of  earlier 
pre-critical  approaches  to  the  Old  Testament,  in  which  the  history  was 
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completely  ignored,  and  persons,  places,  and  things  in  the  Old  Testament 
were  seen  as  standing  for  elements  in  the  New  Testament  or  in  the  life  of 
the  Christian.  For  example,  in  pre-critical  typology,  the  mark  put  on  Cain, 
in  Gen  4:  15,  was  understood  as  standing  for  or  as  the  “type”  of  the  cross, 
or  the  figure  with  whom  Jacob  wrestled  in  Gen  32  was  understood  as  in 
reality  Christ.36  We  have  something  different  in  mind — the  method  of 
seeing  that  the  concrete  history  of  Old  Testament  Israel  before  God  forms 
an  historical  analogy  to  our  historical  existence  in  Christ  before  God,  and 
of  therefore  realizing  that  the  Word  of  God  addressed  to  ancient  Israel 
may  be  similar  to  or  the  same  as  the  Word  addressed  to  us. 

There  can  be  no  doubt  that  our  life  as  Christians  is  remarkably  similar 
to  the  life  of  ancient  Israel  in  its  relationship  to  God.  Both  Israel  and  we 
are  redeemed  through  no  worth  of  our  own,  delivered  from  slavery,  and 
given  the  possibility  of  a  new  life,  in  a  new  fellowship.  Both  of  us,  in  response 
to  God’s  initial  act  of  deliverance,  enter  into  covenant  with  Yahweh.  Both 
of  us  have  covenant  commandments  laid  upon  us,  at  whose  center  is  the 
command  to  love  God  and  neighbor.  Both  of  us  have  not  yet  entered  into 
our  final  fulfillment.  Both  of  us  have  the  responsibility  of  being  God’s 
witness  to  the  world.  Both  of  us  strain  toward  the  ultimate  goal  of  God’s 
kingship  on  this  earth.  Both  of  us  wait  for  God’s  kingdom  in  faith  and  hope, 
and  certainty  that  it  will  come.  Both  of  us  are  therefore  to  live  as  if  the 
kingdom  were  already  here.  It  is  therefore  clear  that  ancient  Israel’s  life 
before  God  is  analogous  to  our  own,  and  that  her  history  can  authoritatively 
illumine  and  guide  our  history  in  Christ. 

Such  analogous  use  of  ancient  Israel’s  history  is  not  foreign  to  the  Bible, 
for  both  Old  Testament  and  New  themselves  use  such  a  method.  When 
Deutero-Isaiah  describes  the  new  age,  for  example,  he  describes  it  as  ana¬ 
logous  to  the  old,  with  a  new  exodus,  a  new  wilderness  wandering,  a  new 
and  universal  people,  just  as  Jeremiah  has  a  new  covenant  and  Ezekiel  a 
new  David.  And  when  the  New  Testament  describes  the  life  in  Christ,  it 
describes  it  in  terms  of  Israel,  with  baptism  become  our  passage  out  of 
Egypt  and  the  Lord’s  Supper  modeled  on  the  feeding  in  the  wilderness  and 
the  event  at  Sinai  (cf  1  Cor  10-11),  There  is  a  real  correspondence  between 
the  histories  of  the  old  Israel  and  the  new,  and  therefore  the  preacher  can 
proclaim  the  Old  Testament  as  Word  of  God  which  is  meaningful  also  for 
us.  We  are  not  separated  from  Israel  by  some  vast  historical  gap,  but 
participate  historically  in  the  relationship  with  God  that  Israel  participated 
in.  As  we  have  shown,  we  now  have  entered  into  that  covenant  relationship 
through  Jesus  Christ. 

Whereas  with  the  method  of  re-presentation  the  past  action  of  God  is 
made  present  in  the  “now,”  with  the  method  of  analogy  the  “now”  becomes 
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the  “then,”  and  as  we  hear  the  ancient  words  of  Deuteronomy,  for  example, 
we  can  project  ourselves  back  into  their  situation,  and  they  can  become 
words  directed  also  to  us,  because  we  too  are  the  covenant  people  who 
are  now  journeying  from  our  redemption  toward  our  final  fulfillment : 

Take  heed  lest  you  forget  the  Lord  your  God,  by  not  keeping  his  com¬ 
mandments  and  his  ordinances  and  his  statutes,  which  I  command  you 
this  day:  lest,  when  you  have  eaten  and  are  full,  and  have  built  goodly 
houses  and  live  in  them,  and  when  your  herds  and  flocks  multiply,  and 
your  silver  and  gold  is  multiplied,  and  all  that  you  have  is  multiplied,  then 
your  heart  be  lifted  up,  and  you  forget  the  Lord  your  God,  who  brought 
you  out  of  the  land  of  Egypt,  out  of  the  house  of  bondage  ....  Beware 
lest  you  say  in  your  heart,  uMy  power  and  the  might  of  my  hand  have 
gotten  me  this  wealth.”  (Deut  8:  11-14,  17.) 

It  is  in  this  context  that  the  Old  Testament  can  serve  as  a  warning  to 
us,  as,  indeed,  the  New  Testament  so  often  uses  it.  The  continual  Word 
is,  “Harden  not  your  hearts  as  in  the  rebellion,  on  the  day  of  testing  in  the 
wilderness”  (cf  Heb  3-4).  The  Old  Testament  can  warn  us  who  share  in 
Israel’s  situation  before  God  not  to  share  also  her  pride  and  unbelief  and 
therefore  not  to  be  led  into  her  rejection  and  destruction  by  God.  But 
the  Old  Testament  speaks  to  us  in  this  manner  not  as  b.c.  men  but  as  those 
who  have  been  redeemed  while  they  were  yet  sinners  by  the  cross  and 
resurrection  of  Jesus  Christ.  Our  situation  becomes  analogous  to  Israel’s 
only  through  the  new  covenant,  and  thus  the  Old  Testament’s  warning  is 
not  “propaedeutic”  or  preparation  for  the  Gospel  but,  rather,  its  consequence. 
There  is  no  way  the  Old  Testament  can  be  understood  by  the  Christian  as 
merely  law.  It  becomes  part  of  the  Christian’s  canon  only  in  the  prior  con¬ 
text  of  grace,  and  we  can  share  in  the  exodus  experience  of  redemption, 
to  cite  another  example,  only  because  we  have  already  shared  in  the  cross 
of  Christ. 

This  method  of  analogy  once  again  opens  the  whole  Old  Testament  to 
the  Christian  preacher,  for  now  there  is  no  portion  of  Israel’s  life  which  is 
without  interest  to  us.  At  every  point,  Israel  is  working  out  the  consequen¬ 
ces  of  its  elationship  with  God,  and  it  is  one  of  the  greatest  gifts  of  God’s 
grace  that  we  have  been  given  the  story  of  ancient  Israel  as  the  forerunner 
of  our  own.  Of  course  all  of  Israel’s  story  is  culturally  and  historically 
conditioned.  The  commands  of  the  law,  for  example,  are  formulated  in 
terms  of  Israel’s  concrete  historical  situation.  But  the  intention  of  the  law — 
to  implement  the  lordship  of  God  in  the  communal  and  individual  life  of  his 
chosen  people — remains  quite  relevant  to  our  analogous  situation,  and  both 
Israel  and  we  are  given  commands  only  because  we  have  been  redeemed. 
In  the  same  manner,  it  is  by  the  method  of  analogy  that  the  prophetic 
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oracles,  addressed  to  Israel's  specific  historical  situation,  become  authori¬ 
tative  for  us.  Indeed,  we  can  say  that  it  is  often  through  the  Old  Testa¬ 
ment  that  the  Christian  learns  how  to  live  as  an  elected  person,  and  as  the 
elected  people  in  Christ,  we  are  addressed  by  God,  and  therefore  authori¬ 
tatively,  through  the  Old  Testament. 

Space  does  not  permit  the  dozens  of  ramifications  and  illustrations  of 
method  which  flow  out  of  this  approach  to  the  Old  Testament.  Some  will 
certainly  condemn  the  approach  as  far  too  “Christological.”  Some  will 
complain  that  the  Old  Testament  is  given  no  authority  in  and  of  itself, 
apart  from  the  New  Testament.  Our  reply  is  simply  that  we  Christians 
should  not  expect  it  to  be  otherwise.  Jesus  Christ  has  lived  and  died  and 
risen  again,  and  he  has  told  us  plainly,  “No  one  comes  to  the  Father  but 
by  me.”  We  should  not  expect  to  hear  the  Word  of  God  from  the  Old 
Testament  except  through  Jesus  Christ.  It  is  in  him  alone  that  the  Old 
Testament  is  given  to  us,  the  new  Israel.  It  is  now  through  him  alone  that 
God  speaks  his  Word  to  us. 
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The  Lachish  Cosmetic  Burner 
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The  object  to  be  discussed  below  has  attracted  increased  atten¬ 
tion  in  recent  years,  while  it  was  being  explained  by  all  of  us  as  belonging 
to  a  class  of  cultic  objects — either  pagan  or  Jewish  or  both.  It  turns  out 
to  be  neither;  the  religious  interpretation  is  entirely  erroneous,  and  it  has 
an  easy  explanation  as  belonging  to  the  secular  world  of  cosmetics  and 
beautification  of  women,  especially  during  the  Persian  (Achaemenian) 
period. 

In  1944  Gertrude  Caton  Thompson  published  a  series  of  carved  incense 
burners  atHureida  in  Hadramaut.  They  were  of  sandy  limestone  (refractory 
to  heat),  cuboid  or  slightly  rectangular  in  vertical  axis,  standing  on  four 

Before  his  death  Professor  Albright  completed  a  first  draft  of  the  text  of  this  paper  and 
the  first  paragraph  of  a  second  draft.  Had  he  lived,  his  essay  would  have  been  somewhat 
expanded  and  more  completely  documented.  Unhappily,  his  footnotes,  while  marked 
in  the  text,  consisted  of  cryptic  marginal  comments  and,  in  some  cases,  more  fully  written 
notations  (usually  dated)  on  separate  slips  of  paper  placed  in  the  file  folder  with  the 
drafts  of  his  text.  I  have  tried  to  record  his  documentation  in  footnotes  as  fully  as  pos¬ 
sible,  but  have  succeeded  only  partially  in  reconstructing  their  content.  In  editing  the 
first  draft  of  the  text,  I  have  taken  no  liberties  aside  from  removing  minor  grammatical 
inconcinnities,  adding  diacritical  marks,  shifting  sentences  to  the  notes,  and  the  like. 
The  wording  of  the  text  is  wholly  Albright’s.  I  have  added  my  corrected  drawing  of  the 
inscription  which  reflects  the  material  text  upon  which  Albright  and  I  were  in  full  agree¬ 
ment.  It  should  be  noted,  finally,  that  Albright  had  not  seen,  at  the  time  of  his  prepara¬ 
tion  of  the  first  draft,  the  article  of  Nelson  Glueck,  “Incense  Altars,”  in  the  volume  Trans¬ 
lating  and  Understanding  the  Old  Testament:  Essays  in  Honor  of  Herbert  Gordon  May , 
eds.  H.  T.  Frank  and  W.  L.  Reed  (Nashville:  Abingdon,  1970),  pp.  325-29,  with  13  plates. 
He  had  planned,  however,  to  include  a  discussion  of  it  in  his  second  draft  [Frank  Moore 
Cross,  Jr.,  December  13,  1971]. 
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squat  legs,  with  a  shallow  basin  at  the  top,  where  fragrant  resinous  substance 
had  been  burned.1  Miss  Caton  Thompson  also  recognized  the  close  affinity 
of  these  objects  to  the  similar  limestone  “altars”  found  at  Gezer  and  pub¬ 
lished  by  R.  A.  S.  Macalister  in  1912,2  but  she  was  not  aware  of  similar  finds 
at  Tell  Jemmeh  published  by  Flinders  Petrie.3 

In  1929  Kurt  Galling  published  a  discussion  of  some  of  the  Palestinian 
material,  in  which  he  expressed  doubt  about  the  interpretation  of  these 
objects  as  altars  of  incense.  At  that  time  he  was  not  yet  acquainted  with 
the  South  Arabian  incense  burners  of  the  same  general  form  and  size  and 
with  inscriptions  on  the  four  sides  listing  the  names  of  different  aromatic 
substances  (all  belonging  to  the  category  of  bhamtm ,  “spices,”  mentioned 
so  frequently  in  the  Old  Testament).4  In  his  short  article  on  “Incense 
Altar”  in  IDB ,5  Galling  then  called  these  objects  fyammantm  and  accepted 
their  interpretation  as  altars  of  incense.  The  identification  with  the  pagan 
incense  altar  called  hamman  is,  however,  certainly  wrong.6 

In  1953  Miss  Olga  Tufnell  published  a  cuboid  chalky  limestone  object 
of  the  same  type  which  had  been  found  by  J.  L.  Starkey  in  his  excavation 
at  Tell  ed-Duweir  (Lachish).7  A.  Dupont-Sommer  published  a  first  transla¬ 
tion  of  the  inscription  on  one  side  of  the  cuboid  incense  burner,  in  which 
he  rendered  it:8 

1.  lbnt*  y[']  L’encens  J[oa] 

2.  §  bn  mh[r]  s(  ?)  fils  de  Meh[ir](  ?) 

3.  lyh  mr>[§my>]  k  Yah,  maltre  [du  ciel] 

Later  that  same  year  I  published  a  short  discussion  of  the  text9  in  which 
I  made  some  modifications  in  line  3  and  rendered  the  text: 

O  Incense  I  Let  Ya’osht?) 
son  of  Mazzer(  ?) 
be  absolved  from  guilt ! 

Five  years  later  J.  T.  Milik10  offered  a  new  translation  in  which  he  read 
the  letters  of  the  inscription  correctly  almost  throughout,  rendering:  “The 
(altar  of)  incense  belonging  to  >Iyas,  son  of  Mahlai  of  .  .  .  .”  In  1968  Yohanan 
Aharoni  published  a  short  discussion  in  his  preliminary  report  on  his  own 
trial  excavation  at  Lachish  in  the  summer  of  1966.11 

In  February  1969  Frank  M.  Cross,  Jr.,  published  a  superior  reading  of 
the  text  of  this  same  incense  burner  from  Lachish,  rendering  as  follows:12 

1.  lbnt  *y  The  incense  (altar)  of  *Iy- 

2.  §  bn  m[b]  -yo$  son  of  Ma[b]- 

3.  ly  hmP[k]  -li;  the  courie[r] 
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Drawing  of  the  inscription  on  the  Lachish  cosmetic  burner,  by  Frank  M. 
Cross. 

In  a  postscript  to  his  article,  Cross  rejected  Aharoni’s  reading  on  the  same 
grounds  which  he  had  brought  against  Dupont-Sommer’s  interpretation. 

After  studying  this  article  of  Cross’s,  Aharoni  changed  his  mind  and 
proposed  a  new  reading  in  a  letter  to  me,  enclosing  an  excellent  photo¬ 
graph.13  His  new  position  was  published  in  a  Hebrew  article  on  “The  Altar 
of  Incense  from  Lachish,”  in  Leshonenu  45  (1970-71),  3-6.  He  now  proposed 
the  reading: 

lbntJ  yp]  Incense  -  Yau- 

§  bn  mh  sh  son  of  Maha- 

lyh  mlk[§]  lyah  from  Lachish 

Another  excellent  photograph  of  the  inscription  was  attached  to  the 
article  in  Leshonenu .  Because  of  the  two  photographs,  which  I  have  studied 
with  great  care,  there  seems  to  be  no  doubt  that  Cross’s  reading  of  the  letters 
is  correct  throughout.  I  should,  therefore,  read  the  whole  as  Hebrew, 
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changing  only  the  division  of  words  so  that  we  read  as  follows:  lbnt  ’ys 
bn  mhly  hmP[k],  and  translate,  “Belonging  to  the  daughters  of  ’Iyyos, 
son  of  Mahli  the  courier.”  The  only  difference  in  translation  between  the 
proposal  of  Cross  and  my  own  is  in  the  first  word.  The  change  from  “In¬ 
cense”  to  “Belonging  to  the  daughters  of”  may  seem  odd,  but  the  point  is 
that  all  of  us  have  been  misled  by  the  apparent  reference  to  “frankincense.” 
The  objects  in  question  are  not  altars  of  incense  but  simply  spice  burners, 
cosmetic  burners;  they  are  secular,  not  cultic  in  purpose,  and  have  nothing 
to  do  with  religion.  That  this  interpretation  is  correct  should  have  been 
recognized  by  us  at  once  from  the  type  of  inscription  found  on  the  consider¬ 
able  number  of  South  Arabian  specimens,14  from  which  the  Palestinian  and 
Mesopotamian  types  are  obviously  borrowed,  but  generally  without  any  writ¬ 
ing.  On  the  numerous  cuboid  spice  burners  with  four  different  names  of 
spices  in  South  Arabian  characters  on  their  sides  are  seven  names  of  sweet¬ 
smelling  spice  plants  which  recur  frequently,  differing  in  detail  from  burner 
to  burner.15  Most  of  them  are  easy  to  identify;  they  include  qalam ,  Latin 
calamus  (Greek  kalamos);  qust ,  costus  (Greek  kostos);  ladan ,  ladanum  (Greek 
ladanon);  kamkam,  lenliscus  “resin,”  (Greek  kamkamon);16  durwa  =  Hebrew 
son  and  Amarna  surwa ,  balsamum  lenliscus;17  tayyib,  a  word  which  means 
“sweet-smelling”  and  hence  refers  to  some  kind  of  perfume.  Since  these 
are  all  spices  (Hebrew  besamim )  and  are  chosen  for  the  combination  of  scents, 
insect  repellents,  and  therapeutic  purposes,  they  do  not  belong  in  the  same 
category  as  myrrh  and  frankincense,  the  names  of  which  never  occur  on 
these  incense  burners. 

In  short,  the  four  spices  listed  on  the  South  Arabian  incense  burners  are 
rather  like  apothecary’s  labels.  In  no  case  are  they  recipes  for  religious  in¬ 
cense  as  such.  Their  use  is  described  very  clearly  by  Sir  S.  W.  Baker  in 
his  important  book  The  Nile  Tributaries  of  Abyssinia  (London,  1868).  A 
long  quotation  from  Chapter  6  of  this  rare  work  is  given  by  the  late  Dr. 
David  I.  Macht.18  In  describing  the  customs  of  the  semi-nomadic  Arabs  of 
the  eastern  Sudan  (northeast  of  the  incense-producing  areas  of  northeast 
Africa  and  southern  South  Arabia)  he  says  that  different  perfumed  spices 
such  as  oil  of  roses,  oil  of  sandalwood,  essence  of  the  mimosa  tree,  essence  of 
musk,  and  oil  of  cloves  were  the  cosmetics  most  in  demand  by  women  from 
traveling  native  merchants. 

The  women  have  a  peculiar  method  of  scenting  their  bodies  and  clothes, 
by  an  operation  that  is  considered  to  be  one  of  the  necessaries  of  life  and 
which  is  repeated  at  regular  intervals.  In  the  floor  of  the  tent  or  hut  .  .  . 
a  small  hole  is  excavated  sufficiently  large  as  to  hold  ...  a  fire  of  charcoal 
.  .  .  into  which  the  woman  about-to-be-scented  throws  a  handful  of  various 
drugs.  She  then  takes  off  the  cloth  or  tope  which  forms  her  dress,  and 


The  Lachish  Cosmetic  Burner  and  Esther  2:12 


29 


crouches  naked  over  the  fumes  while  she  arranges  her  robe  to  fall  as  a  mantle 
from  her  neck  to  the  ground  like  a  tent.  .  .  .  None  of  the  precious  fumes 
can  escape,  all  being  kept  under  the  robe,  exactly  as  if  she  wore  a  crinoline 
with  an  incense  burner.  .  .  .  She  now  begins  to  perspire  freely  in  the  hut 
or  tent,  and  .  .  .  the  volatile  oil  from  the  burning  perfumes  is  immediately 
absorbed  [by  her  skin].  By  the  time  that  the  fire  has  expired  the  scenting 
process  is  completed  and  both  her  person  and  the  robe  are  redolent  of  in¬ 
cense  with  which  they  are  so  thoroughly  impregnated  that  I  have  frequently 
smelt  a  party  of  women  a  full  one  hundred  yards  distant. 

Baker  went  on  to  give  other  details,  including  especially  a  list  of  the  char¬ 
acteristic  perfumes  used  in  the  purification  process:  “ginger,  cloves,  cinna¬ 
mon,  frankincense,  sandalwood,  myrrh,  a  species  of  sea  weed  .  .  .  from  the 
Red  Sea”  and  lastly  “part  of  a  shellfish  brought  from  the  southern  Red 
Sea.” 

It  is  impossible  to  doubt  any  longer  that  the  objects  which  all  of  us  have 
taken  to  be  religious  in  character  and  called  altars  of  incense  are  actually 
quite  secular  and  may  correctly  be  called  cosmetic  burners.  In  fact,  this 
very  type  of  cosmetic  incense  stand  may  be  referred  to  among  the  gifts 
to  be  given,  as  stipulated  in  the  marriage  contract  from  Elephantine,  No.  15, 19 
by  the  father  of  the  bride  to  his  daughter.  The  expression  in  question  (line 
16)  reads  prks  1,  zy  hsn  hdi ,  which  Cowley  translates  “a  new  cosmetic  box 
of  ivory.”  There  is  no  basis  in  Hebrew  or  the  cognate  languages  for  the 
rendering  “ivory,”  and  the  word  means  specifically  “lapful”  or  “bosomful.” 
See  especially  Ps  129:  7.  This  designation  would  apply  very  nicely  to  a 
cosmetic  incense  burner  in  some  more  elegant  material  and  more  ornamental 
form  than  the  objects  we  have  been  discussing.  It  is  interesting  to  note 
that  the  date  of  Papyrus  No.  15  in  Cowley  is  somewhere  in  the  third  quarter 
of  the  fifth  century,  just  about  the  most  probable  date  for  our  inscription. 
The  marriage  contract  is  itself  unique,  since  both  parties  are  Jews,  though 
the  groom  bears  an  Egyptian  name.  The  latter  was  apparently  a  Persian 
government  employee. 

It  is  easy  to  understand  why  Mahti ,  name  of  a  Levite  family  (often  as¬ 
sociated  with  the  subtribe  or  clan  of  Merari),  should  appear  as  patronymic, 
since  there  was  undoubtedly  a  high  proportion  of  unemployed  Levites  among 
the  Jewish  population  of  Palestine  after  the  Exile.  Owing  to  their  gene¬ 
alogy,  they  enjoyed  respect  in  the  community,  but  they  must  often  have 
been  desperately  poor.  The  mention  of  the  Levite  family  of  Mahli  is  very 
interesting,  since  it  is  the  first  extrabiblical  evidence  for  this  particular  fam¬ 
ily.  The  original  name  cannot  have  been  *Mafyliyah,  as  has  been  suggested, 
because  Malilt  is  almost  certainly  a  gentilic  formed  from  the  name  Mafilah 
which  appears  as  the  designation  of  a  clan  of  Manasseh  along  with  Noah, 
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Hoglah,  Milcah,  and  Tirzah.  Mahlah  was  the  eldest  daughter  of  Zelophehad 
in  Num  27:  1,  followed  by  the  four  sisters  Noah,  Hoglah,  Milcah,  and 
Tirzah*  shown  by  the  Ostraca  of  Samaria  to  be  one  of  a  group  of  clans  of 
Manasseh  settled  to  the  southeast  of  the  plain  of  Esdraelon,  east  of  the 
watershed  ridge  on  which  Shechem  stands.20  The  Greek  Bible  reads  Mool(e)i 
in  the  passage  in  Num  3:  33  [MT  20]  and  in  1  Chron  6:  4  [MT  19].  The 
Lucianic  text  offers  Mooli  in  Chronicles,  and  so  it  is  evident  that  the  Maso- 
retie  Hebrew  vocalization  is  extremely  doubtful.  Num  26:  58  has  among 
the  Levite  families  Ha-Librd ,  Ha-Hebroni,  and  Ha-Mahli;  it  is  obvious 
that  Libnt  and  MahU  are  both  gentilics  from  the  towns  or  districts  of 
Libnah  and  Mahlah .  As  a  matter  of  fact,  we  have  Libnah  listed  as  one  of 
the  Levite  cities  in  both  recensions  of  this  tenth-century  list.21  It  follows 
that  the  pronunciation  of  the  name  in  the  time  of  the  Greek  translation 
(third  century  b.c.)  was  something  like  Mfyoli,  an  obvious  gentilic  of  the 
name  Abel-meholah.  Elsewhere  I  have  pointed  out  that  the  original  form 
of  the  word  mefyolah ,  “dance, ”  was  something  like  *mahullalut  which  would 
yield  a  normal  mSkolah  in  classical  Hebrew.22  It  is  therefore  more  than  prob¬ 
able  that  Abel-meholah,  which  is  certainly  on  the  west  bank  of  the  Jordan 
in  the  territory  occupied  by  the  five  sisters  Mahlah,  Milcah,  and  so  on,  is 
perfectly  suited  to  being  the  home  of  this  particular  Levite  family.  It 
stands  to  reason  that  the  Levites  settled  in  areas  such  as  this  would  become 
refugees  after  the  successive  destructions  of  Samaria  and  Jerusalem. 

The  father  of  the  daughters,  whose  name  should  probably  be  vocalized 
*Iyyo§  or  > Ay yus ,  bears  a  name  which  is  presumably  a  hypocoristic  of  com¬ 
mon  type  from  a  name  such  as  * Osiyahu ,  itself  shortened  from  YoSiyahCij 
“Josiah,”  for  still  older  Ya'dsyahu;  cf.  'Iddo  for  <Addayah(u). 

The  occupation  of  the  Levite  ’/f/t/oi  is  clear.  Since  he  is  called  ha-mal’ak , 
he  must  have  been  a  royal  courier,  an  a yyago;  such  as  described  by  Hero¬ 
dotus  and  Xenophon  for  this  same  fifth  century  b.c.  While  a  royal  courier 
can  scarcely  have  been  paid  very  well,  he  was  still  a  minor  official  of  the 
Persian  government  and  so  must  have  enjoyed  a  certain  amount  of  modest 
prestige.  That  he  should  have  lived  at  Lachish,  known  from  excavations 
to  have  been  a  district  capital  in  the  Achaemenian  period  and  on  an  im¬ 
portant  north-south  road  just  far  enough  inland  to  be  safe  from  pirates 
and  far  enough  from  the  mountains  to  be  safe  from  bandits,  was  therefore 
the  most  natural  thing  in  the  world.  We  can  well  understand  why  his 
daughters  were  unmarried,  since  it  is  extremely  doubtful  that  he  had  enough 
means  of  his  own  to  provide  the  dowry  large  enough  to  attract  suitable 
husbands  for  his  daughters.  That  the  family  was  poor  is  obvious  from  the 
fact  that  they  were  joint  owners  of  the  cosmetic  incense  burner  and  that 
the  object  itself  was  of  poor  quality. 
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Biblical  parallels  happen  to  be  few  but  clear  enough,  on  the  whole.  To¬ 
ward  the  end  of  Is  3  the  prophet  follows  a  famous  denunciation  of  the  pride 
and  ostentation  of  the  daughters  of  Zion  by  saying  that  their  elaborate 
use  of  perfumed  spices  (bosem)  will  be  replaced  by  rot  ( tahat  bosem  maq). 
This,  however,  is  too  early  a  date  for  the  use  of  the  South  Arabic  type  of 
incense  burner,  and  so  we  are  left  in  uncertainty  as  to  how  the  spices  were 
used.  In  Ps  45:  8  f,  where,  as  generally  recognized,  the  text  is  somewhat 
poorly  preserved,  suggesting  early  oral  transmission,  we  read  in  vs  9  that 
“therefore  God  will  anoint  thee  .  .  .  with  myrrh,  aloes,  and  cassia  all  thy 
clothes.”  Since  the  pronominal  suffixes  can  just  as  well  refer  to  the  queen, 
as  far  as  the  consonantal  text  goes,  this  passage  may  refer  to  the  elaborate 
perfuming  practices  of  noble  ladies.23 

A  passage  neglected  by  recent  writers  is  Esther  2:  12,  where  we  are  told 
about  the  elaborate  conditioning  treatment  required  of  the  maidens  who 
were  to  become  members  of  the  harem  of  King  Xerxes  in  the  early  fifth 
century  (485-460  b.c.).  The  chosen  women  were  put  into  condition  with 
six  months  of  oil  of  myrrh  and  six  months  of  fragrant  spices  ( besdmtm ). 
The  commentators  have  been  understandably  very  chary  about  speculating 
on  just  what  this  may  have  meant  actually,  but  it  now  seems  obvious  that 
the  periods  of  conditioning  were  accompanied  by  the  extensive  use  of  fumi¬ 
gation,  which  would  have  both  hygienic  and  therapeutic  value.  It  is,  how¬ 
ever,  impossible  to  separate  the  process  from  the  use  of  cosmetic  incense 
burners  of  some  sort,  especially  in  view  of  the  traditional  fifth-century 
date.24 
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22  See  my  comments  on  mtholah,  Akk  melultu  (from  *mahlulatu)  in  Hebrew  and  Se¬ 
mitic  Studies  Presented  to  G.  R.  Driver ,  ed.  D.  Winton  Thomas  and  W.  D.  Hardy  (Oxford, 
1963),  p.  5,  n.  4.  Cf  also  the  “sons  of  Maholt"  1  Kings  5:  11. 

23  I  wish  to  thank  N.  Sarna  and  S.  Talmon  for  suggestions  in  connection  with  these 
passages.  [Albright  did  not  specify  precisely  the  obligation  in  question — FMC.] 

24  See  now  the  Anchor  commentary  Esther  by  Carey  A.  Moore  (Garden  City,  1971), 
pp.  xxiv-lx. 
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“In  Those  Days  There  Was  No  King 
in  Israel” 


The  range  of  problems  in  the  exegesis  of  the  book  of  Judges1 
was  succinctly  stated  in  a  half  paragraph  by  Martin  Buber: 

Historical  scholarship,  if  it  replaces  religious  concepts  with  profane  ones, 
that  of  the  repetitive  falling  away  from  God  with  that  of  a  repetitive  fall¬ 
ing  to  pieces  of  a  unity  of  people  into  self-willed  tribes,  will  recognize  that 
the  age  of  which  the  Book  of  Judges  tells  stood  in  a  fluctuating  movement 
between  tearing-asunder  multiplicity  and  a  completion-desiring  unity,  and 
in  addition  probably  this  too,  that  here  the  principle  of  unity  of  a  people 
and  that  of  a  faith  were  sustained  by  the  same  powers,  by  the  same  persons. 
The  profane-historical  transcription  of  the  sequence  “apostasy-affliction- 
conversion-rest”  reads:  “apostasy-affliction-unification-rest.”  But  cannot 
it  be  assumed  that  just  as  at  one  time  the  believing  experience  of  an  event 
constituted  the  people,  so  the  specific  conversion  to  the  believing  experience 
of  history  again  and  again  revived  anew  the  power  of  unity  in  the  people? 
That  it  did  not  prove  itself  strong  enough  gives  to  the  Book  of  Judges 
its  melancholy  character,  to  the  whole,  not  just  to  the  closing  section. 
One  ought  to  pay  attention  to  this  character,  and  one  will  embed  in  it 
many  an  episode  which  now  appears  to  burst  strangely  out  of  the  context. 
How  Gideon  sets  up  an  “ephod”  which  then  becomes  the  centre  of  a  service 
of  Baal,  how  Jephtha  offers  his  daughter  to  the  God  whose  interpreters 
rebel  against  nothing  so  much  as  against  his  “Molochization,”  all  this  stands 
in  its  place  with  almost  symbolic  importance.  The  tradition  supplied  it, 
but  he  who  knew  how  to  impose  selection  and  arrangement  upon  it  in  such 
a  way  was  a  great  teacher.2 

Buber  proceeded  in  that  chapter  to  develop  an  analysis  in  terms  of  two 
“books”  of  Judges — the  bulk  of  the  earlier  traditions  in  chs  1-12  (anti- 
monarchical)  and  the  later  literary  products  in  chs  17-21  (pro-monarchical) 
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— with  the  Samson  cycle  (chs  13-16)  understood  as  the  redactional  pivot. 
To  the  inevitable  question  of  how  two  such  different  works  might  be  brought 
together  without  nullifying  the  unity  and  credibility  of  the  finished  book, 
Buber’s  explanation  wears  well: 

The  balancing  .  .  .  depended  upon  an  historical  perspective  which  would 
be  accepted  by  the  readers  of  the  book  in  so  far  as  it  was  not  already  their 
own.  This  implicit  view  of  history,  which  preserved  the  unity  of  the  book 
while  it  enabled  its  two  antithetical  parts  to  be  true  simultaneously,  one 
can  perhaps  formulate  thus:  Something  has  been  attempted — about  which 
the  first  part  reports;  but  it  has  failed — as  the  last  part  shows.  This  “some¬ 
thing”  is  that  which  I  call  the  primitive  theocracy ,3 

Thanks  to  the  recent  voluminous  work  on  second-millennium  treaty  forms4 
and  their  ramifications  for  the  reexamination  of  the  biblical  conquest 
traditions,5  it  now  appears  that  the  primitive  theocracy  was  more  of  an  in¬ 
stitutional  reality  than  Buber  believed.  It  does  not,  however,  in  any  way 
detract  from  the  stature  of  his  thesis  to  object  that  his  analysis  in  Judges 
was  too  schematic  and  tended  to  obscure  a  much  more  complex  redactional 
history,  as  clearly  demonstrated  in  the  studies  of  a  number  of  scholars,  from 
the  earlier  work  of  Professor  Myers  in  The  Interpreter's  Bible  to  the  recent 
work  of  W.  Richter.6  The  latter  has  traced  the  rise  of  the  book  of  Judges 
about  as  far  as  the  methods  of  traditions-history  can  go,  and  we  agree,  in 
the  main,  with  his  results.  Perhaps  a  chief  contribution  has  been  the  dem¬ 
onstration  that  the  term  “Deuteronomic”  is  far  too  general  at  the  present 
time  for  the  material  attributed  to  the  various  redactors.  For  reasons  which 
will  become  clear  in  this  paper,  we  have  not  adopted  Richter’s  sigla  for  the 
several  contributors  to  the  book  of  Judges,  but  continue,  instead,  to  argue 
for  two  main  editorial  efforts,  updating  an  earlier  “pragmatic  framework” 
edition  of  material  found  in  old  Joshua-Judges  epic  sources.  This  allows 
for  the  closest  possible  correlation  with  questions  about  the  growth  of  the 
larger  historical  work  to  which  Judges  belongs  (not  generally  within  Richter’s 
purview),  where  the  distinction  must  be  drawn  between  “Deuteronomic” 
(i.e.,  Josianic)  and  “Deuteronomistic”  (i.e.,  exilic)  work  on  the  historical 
traditions. 

The  second  edition  completed  ca.  550  b.c.  not  only  updated  the  history  by 
adding  a  chronicle  of  events  subsequent  to  Josiah's  reign,  it  also  attempted 
to  transform  the  work  into  a  sermon  on  history  addressed  to  the  Judean 
exiles.7 

While  the  exilic  work  involved  only  minor  modifications,  they  were  skill¬ 
ful  modifications  involving,  as  has  recently  been  shown,  inverted  use  of 
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“holy  warfare”  language  in  the  latest  work  on  the  introduction  to  Deuter¬ 
onomy.8  In  the  book  of  Judges,  we  will  argue,  the  main  “Deuteronomistic” 
contribution  was  to  revive  during  the  exile  some  previously  neglected  tra¬ 
ditionary  units,  which  now  provide  the  entire  book  with  a  tragicomic  frame¬ 
work  in  chs  1  and  19-21.  The  result  is  that  the  book  of  Judges,  in  its  finished 
form,  begins  with  historical  Israel  starting  to  fall  apart  in  the  wake  of  ini¬ 
tial  military  successes  (ch  1)  and  ends  with  a  very  delicate,  persistent  ideal, 
Israel,  reunited  at  last  in  the  wake  of  the  tragic  civil  war  with  Benjamin — 
that  is,  for  thoroughly  incongruous  reasons  (chs  19-21).  Any  exilic  up¬ 
dating  of  a  work  previously  organized  so  as  to  climax  and  end  with  a  justi¬ 
fication  of  King  Josiah’s  program  (2  Kings  22-23)  would  of  necessity  sound 
very  different,  if  it  were  to  be  relevant  to  the  new  context.  We  suspect 
that  it  is  a  subtle  matter,  indeed,  that  the  exilic  redactor  is  profoundly 
concerned  with  such  questions  as  the  one  raised  so  poignantly  by  Psalm 
137 — how  to  sing  the  Lord’s  song  in  a  pagan  country.  The  exilic  redactor’s 
answer  counters  the  disillusionment  of  exile;  for  “comedy  is  an  escape, 
not  from  truth  but  from  despair:  a  narrow  escape  into  faith.”9 

There  is  a  large  and  clear  parallel  in  ancient  Israel  for  the  sort  of  exeget- 
ical  activity  which  we  claim  to  recognize  in  the  final  edition  of  Judges; 
it  is  to  be  seen  in  the  poetry  of  the  book  of  Job  and  the  question  of  the  poet’s 
stance  toward  the  old  popular  story  which  frames  that  book  and  Job’s 
relation  to  the  central  concerns  of  the  wisdom  schools.  In  the  poetry  Job 
is  anything  but  the  model  of  endurance  who  is  the  center  of  attention  in  the 
prose  story,  the  ideal  patriarchal  type  who  by  his  faithfulness  enables 
Yahweh  to  win  a  wager.  Rather,  in  the  poetry  Job  is  a  most  self-righteous 
man  who  talks  himself  into  a  dialogical  stalemate.  Job  successfully  defends 
the  abstraction  (,el6ah)  against  all  opposition,  and  in  the  process  persuades 
himself  that  Yahweh  (as  he  impulsively  blurts  out  in  12:  7-10)  is  wrong 
about  his  servant  Job.  Job  goes  on,  however,  to  be  so  successful  against 
the  false  defenders  of  God  that  he  becomes  a  false  accuser,  until  at  last 
Yahweh  serves  up  his  whirlwind  (using  the  same  “argument  from  nature” 
as  did  Job  in  12:  7-10).  Job  at  last  gets  the  message,  intercedes  for  his 
“comforters,”  and  all  of  them  are  given  life.  It  is  hard  to  evade  the  impres¬ 
sion  that  the  poet  has  expanded  the  venerable  story  of  Job  specifically  for 
the  benefit  of  hard-pressed  sages,  thus  effectively  revaluing  some  ancient 
pedagogical  claims,  while  at  the  same  time  protecting  the  old  prose  story 
from  a  possible  gross  misunderstanding. 

The  book  of  Job  illustrates  the  essential  difference  between  types  of 
“ancient  romances”  as  delineated  for  the  classical  world  by  Ben  Edwin 
Perry.10  The  prose  framework  belongs  to  the  “ideal”  genre,  a  popular  story 
told  for  popular  edification  and  delight.  But  the  poet  has  broken  the  story 
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open  and  turned  the  book  into  an  example  of  the  “comic”  genre,  which 
was  always  in  antiquity  a  much  more  sophisticated  form,  intended  for  more 
sophisticated  attention.11  The  recognition  of  the  poetic  Job  as  a  profoundly 
comic  figure  helps  one  to  understand  why  there  are  no  scripture  quotations 
in  the  book,12  except  where  Psalm  8  is  turned  inside  out  by  the  haggling  of 
Job  (7:  17-18);  the  story  was  not  yet  “canonical”  although  it  was  authori¬ 
tative,  and  the  poet  intended  to  protect  it  from  the  superficial  interpreta¬ 
tion  that  “piety  pays.” 

The  process  reflected  in  the  growth  of  the  book  of  Judges  is  comparable 
to  that  of  the  book  of  Job.  The  Josianic  and  Exilic  redactors  of  Judges 
were  confronted  with  collected  narrative  tradition  that  was  already  fixed 
and  inviolable  in  all  essentials.  A  significant  difference  from  Job  is  that 
none  of  the  judges  (with  the  possible  exception  of  Othniel  in  3:  9-10)  is 
presented  as  an  ideal  figure.  Rather,  they  are  clearly  presented  as  historical 
persons  whose  varying  Yahwistic  effectiveness  is  evaluated  in  the  telling 
of  their  stories.  The  old  stories  were  brought  together  in  such  a  way  as  to 
affirm  the  rule  of  Yahweh  in  the  period  prior  to  Saul  and  David.  In  them¬ 
selves  the  stories  are  neither  clearly  anti-monarchical  nor  pro-monarchical 
(contra  Buber  et  al.).  They  must  be  essentially  pre-monarchical,  but  were 
compiled  early  in  the  monarchy  as  a  help  in  understanding  the  new  and 
alien  political  arrangements  within  the  Yahwist  state.  It  follows  that  any 
Josianic  or  exilic  updating  of  such  old  epic  materials,  which  had  long  since 
been  put  to  historical  use,  would  be  confined  mostly  to  the  introduction  and 
conclusion  of  the  book. 

There  are  three  obvious  exceptions.  In  the  speech  of  the  angel  (2:  1-5), 
the  speech  of  the  prophet  (6:  7-10),  and  the  speech  of  the  divine  organizer  of 
Israel  (10:  11-14),  we  recognize  intrusive  elements  which  scholars  on  all 
hands  have  regarded  as  in  one  way  or  another  “Deuteronomic.”  In  addition 
to  the  formal  continuity  of  the  indictment  speech,  the  clearest  common 
denominator  of  these  three  passages  is  the  abrupt  disappointment,  the 
unexpected  reversal  of  pious  expectations  for  the  divine  response  to  Israel’s 
plea. 

In  6:  7-10  the  Deuteronomic  prophet  who  arises  in  response  to  Israel’s 
cry  confronts  Israel  with  the  accusation  that  entangling  relationships  with 
gods  of  the  “westerners”  (Amorites  in  the  etymological  sense)  explains  why 
Israel  is  now  repeatedly  immobilized  before  the  annual  depradations  of  the 
nomadic  “easterners.”  In  10:  11-14,  using  Deuteronomic  logic,  the  divine 
administrator  first  shows  how  the  pattern  of  appealing  to  him  in  hard  times 
had  become  habit-forming;  yet  confronted  with  that  embarrassing  truth, 
Israelites  on  that  occasion  decided  to  trust  Yahweh  anyway  and  he  delivered 
them.  The  third  passage  (2:  1-5),  where  an  angel  announces  an  end  to  the 


“In  Those  Dags  There  Was  No  King  in  Israel ”  37 

conquest  though  it  is  in  fact  an  incomplete  conquest,  sits  very  loosely  in 
its  context;  we  shall  deal  with  it  below  as  part  of  the  expansions  of  the  in¬ 
troduction  to  the  period.  The  insertion  of  all  three  passages  may  be  assigned 
to  the  period  of  Josiah,  whose  own  reforming  campaigns  in  the  north  had 
precisely  the  opposite  effect  of  a  turn  for  the  better  in  Judahite  national 
fortunes.  The  key  to  the  Deuteronomic  contrast  between  the  judges,  on 
the  one  hand,  and  Joshua-David-Josiah,  on  the  other,  is  the  “Book  of  the 
Law”  (Josh  1 :  6-8). 

It  goes  without  saying  that  there  was  in  the  old  stories  of  the  judges  an 
abundance  of  humor  to  be  exploited  by  the  Deuteronomic  historian  in  the 
three  ironic  homiletical  inserts  to  the  book.  Yet  Josiah’s  successes  were 
short-lived.  An  exilic  edition  had  to  be  relevant  to  the  educated  leadership 
of  folk  who  were  once  again  living  in  a  period  like  that  of  the  judges — with 
no  king  in  Israel.  The  Deuteronomic  edition  had  prepared  the  way.  By 
a  profoundly  comic  portrayal  of  the  last  days  of  the  judges  era  (chs  19-21), 
the  final  editor  taught  that  it  was  time  once  again  to  affirm  the  high  kingship 
of  Yahweh  and  for  every  man  to  do  what  was  right  as  he  thus  discerned  it. 


Deuteronomic  Introduction  (1 :  1  and  2:  1-5) 

Preoccupation  with  the  etiological  element  explaining  the  place  name  The 
Weepers  ( hab-boklm )  in  2:  1  by  reference  to  “weeping”  ( boklm )  in  2:  5  has 
obscured  a  double  entendre.  Why  were  they  weeping  at  the  beginning  of 
the  unit?  Clearly  the  unit  as  it  now  stands  presupposes  the  frustration  of 
the  larger  plan  that  takes  place  in  ch  1.  Yet  that  chapter  is  scarcely  direct 
preparation  for  the  scene  of  mourning  that  is  abruptly  introduced  in  2:  1. 
We  suggest  that  in  2:  1  “the  weepers,”  in  the  view  of  the  Deuteronomic 
historian,  were  mourning  precisely  because  Joshua  was  dead  and  new  leader¬ 
ship  was  needed.  But  in  the  view  of  that  historian,  the  legitimate  resump¬ 
tion  of  effective  military  expansion  would  await  the  establishment  of  the 
Jerusalem  monarchy,  the  careers  of  David  and  Josiah  especially;  for  the 
judges,  in  the  Deuteronomic  view,  fought  only  defensive  wars.  Thus  we 
may  suspect  that  in  a  pre-Deuteronomic  version  of  the  story  the  angel  in 
2:  1  arrived  only  in  the  nick  of  time,  perhaps  to  avert  an  oracular  response 
to  the  question  of  1 :  1  (or  a  question  very  much  like  it)  at  an  otherwise  un¬ 
specified  sanctuary. 

On  the  other  hand,  the  fragmentary  speech  of  the  envoy  (beginning  with 
a  cohortative  in  2:  lb  which  must  be  rendered  as  past  tense)  makes  better 
sense  as  a  Deuteronomic  indictment  of  an  entire  epoch  for  its  failure  precisely 
where  Josiah  succeeded — that  is,  in  the  demolition  of  competing  altars  and 
the  avoidance  of  entangling  alliances.  Our  hypothesis  regarding  the  redac- 
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tional  history  of  2:  1-5  gains  further  support  from  the  scholarly  consensus 
that  identifies  the  “place”  in  question  as  Bethel,  one  of  the  two  great  royal 
sanctuaries  of  the  old  northern  kingdom,  both  of  which  are  completely 
devalued  in  the  Deuteronomic  history.  The  Bethel  altar  was  demolished 
by  Josiah  (2  Kings  23:  15).  The  other  great  northern  sanctuary  was  at  Dan, 
and  it  comes  in  for  devastating  criticism  in  the  Deuteronomic  conclusion  to 
the  book  of  Judges,  the  supplementary  material  now  found  in  Judges  17-18. 

To  summarize:  though  “every  idiom”  in  2:  lb-3  derives  from  an  old  epic 
source,13  the  passage  sits  so  loosely  in  its  context  as  to  betray  a  complex 
redactional  history.  Drawn  from  an  old  source,  the  heavenly  ambassador 
had  announced  the  beginning  of  a  new  era,  in  response  to  a  particular  ques¬ 
tion:  “Who  shall  go  for  us?”  Answer:  “Don’t  go  anymore.”  The  answer 
has,  in  turn,  been  reshaped  as  a  Deuteronomic  prelude  to  the  period,  anti¬ 
cipating  the  older  narrative  indictment  of  2:  10,  to  be  discussed  in  the  next 
section  of  this  paper.14  The  problem  of  certain  northern  oracles  is  central 
also  to  the  stories  of  Micah’s  Levite  (ch  17)  and  the  migration  of  the  tribe 
of  Dan  (ch  18),  which  will  be  discussed  below  as  the  “Deuteronomic”  con¬ 
clusion  to  the  book. 


Expansions  of  a  Pragmatic  Introduction  (2:  6-3:  6) 

The  section  begins  with  a  repetition  of  Joshua’s  death  and  burial  notice,15 
after  the  insertion  of  2:  1-5,  with  the  result  that  the  verbs  in  vss  6  f  must 
be  read  as  past  perfect  (“Joshua  had  dismissed,”  etc).  The  death  and  burial 
notice  is  followed  by  an  abrupt  statement  of  non-alignment  with  Yahweh 
in  2:  10  (failure  to  “know”)  out  of  an  old  epic  source  (cf  Ex  1:  8),  to  which 
the  logical  sequence  would  be  vss  20-23,  that  is,  Yahweh’s  wrath  explicated 
in  terms  of  “broken  covenant.”  The  covenantal  sense  of  “to  know,”  how¬ 
ever,  appears  to  have  been  widely  obscured  in  later  years,  remaining  alive 
only  in  Deuteronomic  and  prophetic  circles.16  Thus  the  intervening  vss 
(2:  11-19)  are  in  essence  a  Deuteronomic  exegesis  of  what  is  involved  in 
a  failure  to  “know”  Yahweh.  That  is,  to  do  evil  was  to  commit  a  socio¬ 
political  offense,  where  Yahweh  was  previously  acknowledged  as  sovereign 
of  the  universe  and  of  the  Israelite  state.  The  invariable  concomitant  of 
not  “knowing”  Yahweh  was  to  fall  into  the  clutches  of  the  only  alternatives 
(vs  11),  the  Canaanite  god  and  his  consorts.  Conversely,  each  new  threat  in 
the  period,  as  well  as  the  rise  of  new  Israelite  leadership,  was  soon  inter¬ 
preted  as  Yahweh’s  real  provision  for  the  restoration  of  his  realm. 

This  is  an  introduction  to  the  period  as  a  whole;  it  does  not  imply  a  cycli¬ 
cal  view  of  historical  process.  The  one  element  in  the  framework  formula 
accompanying  various  pericopes  that  might  support  such  a  view,  the  state- 
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ment  that  in  hard  times  Israelites  appealed  to  Yahweh  (3:  9,  15;  4:  3;  6:  7; 
10:  10),  is  conspicuously  absent  here.  The  right  of  appeal  could  also  be  ex¬ 
ploited  (see  e.g.,  the  Amarna  correspondence),  as  the  Deuteronomic  historian 
made  explicit  with  his  insertion  of  the  three  speeches  discussed  above.  Here 
at  the  outset  of  the  period  nothing  is  permitted  to  detract  from  Yahweh’s 
even-handed  administration  of  the  realm  in  the  hectic  period  after  Joshua. 

Judges  3:  1-6  are  especially  difficult.  Apparently  two  units  are  involved. 
Vss  1-4  are  used  to  fix  the  situation  in  the  generation  after  the  death  of  the 
older  people  who  had  participated  in  the  conquest.  They  pose  a  question 
(as  at  the  end  of  ch  2).  Vss  5-6  (using  another  list  of  the  “remaining  nations”) 
summarize  the  results  of  the  test.  These  units  may  plausibly  be  regarded 
as  “Deuteronomic”  and  “Deuteronomistic,”  respectively,  in  view  of  the 
analysis  of  the  remainder  of  the  framework  material. 

Within  the  body  of  the  book,  the  Deuteronomic  historian  was,  for  the 
most  part,  content  to  leave  the  preformed  cycle  of  stories  intact  (except  for 
the  insertion  of  the  three  speeches),  with  the  effectiveness  of  the  “primitive” 
political  arrangements  fluctuating  throughout  the  period,  but  finally  plum¬ 
meting  downward  to  the  point  where  Samson  clearly  demonstrates  the  need 
for  administrative  reorganization,  a  situation  which  will  come  to  a  head  in 
the  careers  of  Eli  and  Samuel  (1  Sam  1-3). 


Deuteiionomic  Conclusion  (16:  1-18:  31) 

What  was  the  concluding  limit  to  the  Deuteronomic  (Josianic)  input  into 
the  book  of  Judges?  Allowing  that  it  is  a  fair  summary  of  Deuteronomic 
intention  to  legitimatize  the  rule  of  Yahweh  from  Moses  to  Josiah,  the 
climactic  use  of  the  standard  judge  formula  in  reference  to  Samson  (15:  20) 
comes  into  sharper  focus.  We  suggest  that  the  pre-Deuteronomic  edition 
had  taken  up  only  those  elements  of  tradition  which  would  clarify  and 
legitimatize  the  use  of  the  verb  “to  judge.”  That  is  precisely  a  sequence  in 
which  Samson  at  last  turns  to  Yahweh  with  some  sort  of  direct  address, 
discovering  thereby  that  he  is  going  to  live  after  all  (15:  17-20).  Here, 
significantly,  there  is  no  mention  of  Israelites  “crying  out”;  rather,  the 
problem  is  precisely  to  show  Samson — given  the  man’s  reputation — as 
doing  the  sort  of  crying  out  that  makes  one  a  proper  Israelite  warrior  and 
good  judge  material. 

Against  the  argument  that  the  judge  formula  in  15:  20  was  only  secondar¬ 
ily  applied  to  Samson,  and  that  his  career  was  not  within  the  purview  of 
the  pre-Deuteronomic  work,  we  must  emphasize  the  inverted  use  in  Samson’s 
story  of  so  many  themes  in  common  with  the  other  judges,  but  especially 
the  Deborah-Barak  material.  Deborah  and  Barak  (“Honey  Bee”  and 
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“Lightning”)  style  themselves  “lovers  of  Yahweh”  and  sing  at  last  about 
erupting  sunshine,17  after  securing  a  sign  and  presiding  over  the  mobili¬ 
zation  of  the  militia.  Surely  their  story  was  for  years  retold  alongside  stories 
of  the  tragicomic  hero  whose  name  was  “Man-of-Sun”  (his  last  girl  friend 
“Flirt”),  and  who  once  singlehandedly  slew  a  lion  and  later  discovered  in 
the  carcass  a  whole  “congregation  of  honey  bees”  [‘ edat  deborim  (14:  8)], 
but  chased  them  away,  enjoyed  the  honey,  and  suppressed  the  sign.  His 
“mother,”  like  the  “mother  in  Israel”  in  5:  7,  could  have  told  him  what  it 
all  meant,  having  received  a  privileged  communication  regarding  the  whole 
matter  of  his  future.  There  are  also  the  thirst  of  the  non-hero  at  the  death 
of  Sisera  (4:  19)  and  the  last-minute  enlistment  of  Samson  (15:  18-19). 
Both  clusters  of  stories  stem  from  the  life  of  the  early  popular  militia  with 
its  perennial  leadership  and  enlistment  problems,  and  there  seems  to  be 
no  clear  reason  for  not  understanding  chs  13-15  as  part  of  the  pre-Deuter- 
onomic  edition. 

What  sort  of  judge  did  Samson  turn  out  to  be?  To  the  redactional 
activity  of  the  Deuteronomic  historian,  who  seldom  left  such  questions 
unanswered  unless  his  sources  failed  him,  may  be  assigned  the  incorpora¬ 
tion  of  the  two  Samson  stories  of  ch  16.  The  incident  with  the  Gaza  girl 
quickly  sets  the  stage.  She  was  fulfilling  her  publicly  recognized  role,  while 
the  Israelite  judge  was  not  fulfilling  his  own  publicly  recognized  role  (16: 
1-3).  In  the  Delilah  story,  which  follows  immediately,  the  plot  centers 
upon  the  theme  of  the  warrior’s  vow.18  This  old  story,  in  its  fixed  form, 
already  served  admirably  the  intention  of  the  Deuteronomic  historian,  as 
it  told  about  the  tragic  end  of  Samson,  but  only  after  the  Philistines  had 
added  torment  to  torture  and  Samson  had  cried  out  for  Yahweh  to  vindicate 
his  rule  against  the  torturous  treatment  of  his  judge.  The  historian  appended 
a  repetition  of  the  judge  formula,  appropriately  revised  in  perfect  tense 
(only  here  in  the  book):  “he  had  been  judge  in  Israel  for  twenty  years” 
(16:  31). 

There  had  been  a  closely  comparable  situation  somewhere  in  the  north 
(chs  17-18).  Micah  is  clearly  introduced  as  self-designated  head  of  a  “Little 
Israel”  tucked  away  in  the  hills  of  Ephraim.  This  introduction  balances 
the  earlier  depiction  of  Manoah  as  a  loner  (“from  Zorah”),  head  of  an  en¬ 
campment  somewhere  between  Zorah  and  Eshtaol,  precise  location  either 
forgotten  or  unimportant  (13:  2  and  25).  As  in  the  Deuteronomic  supple¬ 
ment  to  Samson  (ch  16),  the  point  is  made  by  merely  appending  two  pre¬ 
formed  narrative  units.  In  the  first  of  them  (17: 1-4),  the  cultic  opportunist’s 
name  is  spelled  out  in  full  ( mtkayhu ),  successfully  drawing  attention  to  its 
inappropriateness  as  a  name  (“Who  is  like  Yahweh  ?”)  for  a  maker  of  “im¬ 
ages.”  The  second  unit  (vss  7-11)  recounts  the  journey  of  a  young  aspiring 
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Levite  to  a  place  called  Beit-Micah,  where,  not  surprisingly,  there  lives  a 
man  named  Micah.  After  vs  4  the  name  appears  consistently  in  the  short 
form.  Vss  5  and  6  are,  accordingly,  summary  and  transition  between  pre¬ 
formed  narrative  units,  apparently  a  pre-Deuteronomic  narrative  splice.  It 
is  here  that  we  meet  for  the  first  time  the  familiar  title  to  these  notes: 
“In  those  days  there  was  no  king  in  Israel,  and  every  man  did  what  was 
right  in  his  own  eyes”  (17:  6).  It  was,  indeed,  an  ironic  state  of  affairs  to 
the  Deuteronomic  historian,  and  he  promptly  appended  the  story  of  the 
migration  of  Dan,  whose  very  name  means  “judgment.”19  All  that  he  needed 
to  do  was  to  pen  a  transition  (18:  la),  repeating  only  the  first  half  of  our 
title,  because  he  intended  to  show  how  Yahweh  was  in  fact  still  king,  al¬ 
though  the  local  arrangements  were  in  need  of  revision  and,  eventually, 
Davidic  stability.  To  make  a  long  story  short,  Dan  unwittingly  turns 
Micah  into  a  Yahwist  once  again  by  depriving  him  of  his  “image”  (18:  21- 
26),  but  goes  on  to  complete  the  corrupting  exploitation  of  a  Levite  and 
to  commit  one  of  the  baldest  atrocities  in  scripture,  capping  it  off  with 
the  installation  of  Micah’s  confiscated  abomination  at  Laish  (renamed 
Dan),  although  “the  house  of  God  was  at  Shiloh”  (18:  31).  This  abrupt 
conclusion,  often  recognized  as  a  Deuteronomic  ending  in  Judges,  balances 
the  introduction  to  the  same  stratum  (2:  1-5),  which  similarly  serves  to 
devalue,  from  the  later  Deuteronomic  perspective,  the  other  famous  northern 
sanctuary  and  a  chief  target  of  Josiah’s  reforms  (see  above). 

It  is  worth  noting  at  this  point  how  neatly  ch  18  corresponds  in  its  essen¬ 
tials  to  the  Testament  of  Dan  in  Gen  49:  16-18: 

Dan  shall  judge  his  people 

as  one  of  the  tribes  of  Israel. 

Dan  shall  be  a  serpent  in  the  way, 
a  viper  by  the  path, 

that  bites  the  horse’s  heels 

so  that  his  rider  falls  backward. 

I  wait  for  thy  salvation,  O  Yahweh  1 

Deuteronomistic  Conclusion  (19:  1-21:  25) 

Scholarly  attention  to  the  ending  of  the  book  of  Judges  has  too  often  been 
diverted  by  the  problem  of  the  introduction,  without  seeing  both  of  them 
in  balance.  Thus,  a  residual  question  about  the  Sitz  im  Leben  of  chs  19-21 
has  never  been  satisfactorily  answered:  how  was  this  tragically  inverted 
account  of  Yahwist  warfare,  capped  off  by  the  intra-Israelite  application 
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of  the  herem  to  the  point  of  nearly  obliterating  one  tribe  (ch  19-20)  and 
another  entire  urban  center  (21:  1-14)  and  followed  by  the  premeditated 
abduction  of  the  Shiloh  maidens  (21:  15-25),  supposed  to  be  relevant  to 
anything  at  all  ?  To  be  sure,  the  account  of  the  civil  war  has  been  recognized 
as  an  invaluable  source  for  understanding  the  “amphictyonic”  constitution 
in  the  pre-monarchy  period.20  Yet  the  problem  remains  that  there  seems 
to  be  nothing  in  the  chapters  that  is  edifying  to  a  religious  consciousness, 
whether  ancient  or  modern. 

^wTsubmit  that  the  final  chapters  of  Judges  present  a  comic  resolution 
to  the  chaos  of  the  entire  transitional  period  from  Joshua  to  the  monarchy. 
There  are  two  kinds  of  clues  to  the  character  of  these  narratives.  One  is 
a  series  of  rhetorical  observations  which  connect  with  ch  1,  which  will  be 
discussed  in  the  final  section  of  this  paper.  The  other  clue  is  found  in  the 
contrasting  characterizations  of  the  two  Levites  who  are  the  center  of  at¬ 
tention  in  chs  17  and  19;  this  contrast  is  surely  to  be  correlated  with  the 
concern  for  the  Levitical  priests  in  the  Deuteronomic  legislation,  on  the  one 
hand,  and  Josiah’s  policies,  on  the  othenj  For  it  seems  clear  enough  that 
one  of  the  most  problematic  aspects  of  the  seventh-century  reform  had  to 
do  with  satisfactory  provisions  in  Jerusalem  for  Levites  left  unemployed 
by  the  demolition  of  outlying  cult  places.  We  suspect  therefore  that  in 
ch  19  the  disaster  of  587  b.c.  has  unleashed  a  most  surprising  bit  of  “Le¬ 
vitical  criticism.” 

The  Levite  of  ch  19  is  already  well  established,  and  his  trouble  begins 
when  his  concubine  goes  home  to  Bethlehem.  Thus,  he  is  introduced  in 
striking  contrast  to  the  aspiring  young  Levite  from  Judah  who  had  accepted 
employment  at  Micah’s  place  (ch  17).  The  inversion  of  narrative  elements 
is  here  a  redactional  key;  after  feasting  at  his  father-in-law’s  expense  for 
the  better  part  of  a  week,  the  Levite  of  ch  19  got  a  late  start  one  afternoon. 
Unlike  Micah’s  Levite,  he  was  not  about  to  take  his  chances  just  anywhere, 
especially  in  Jerusalem.  Rather,  he  intended  to  capitalize  on  the  Israelite 
law  of  hospitality,  even  if  it  meant  that  he  must  trust  himself  to  the  Ben- 
jaminites  (for  their  reputation,  see  especially  3:  12-30).  In  response  to  his 
protest  about  the  gang-style  rape  and  murder  of  his  concubine,  the  tribe  of 
Benjamin  was  very  nearly  wiped  out. 

The  model  for  this  story,  as  often  noted,  is  the  old  story  of  Lot,  where 
the  local  inhabitants  complain,  “This  fellow  came  to  sojourn  and  he  would 
play  the  judge”  (Gen  19:  9). 

Thus  the  last  Levite  to  appear  in  the  judges  book  sets  himself  up  as  judge 
and  rallies  “all  Israel.”  The  only  other  place  in  the  book  where  “all  Israel” 
appears  explicitly  is  in  the  sequel  to  the  account  of  Gideon’s  suppression 
of  the  nomads  (presented  in  8:  18  as  a  personal  vendetta),  where  he  piously 
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declines  their  offer  of  kingship  but  demands,  instead,  the  makings  of  an 
elaborate  ephod  (8:  22-26).  That  is,  he  demanded  the  trappings  of  judge, 
inasmuch  as  the  ephod  had  tightly  bound,  to  it  the  “judicial  breastplate” 
(Exod  28  and  39).  And  “all  Israel  went  whoring”  after  Gideon’s  ephod 
(8:  27).  The  bias  of  this  pericope  is  perhaps  another  Deuteronomistic  con¬ 
tribution. 

In  ch  20,  Israel  is  again  united,  but  for  mostly  odd  reasons.  A  clear  signal 
to  the  “comedy  of  correctness”  is  the  opening  enquiry  in  20:  18,  “Which 
of  us  shall  go  out  first  to  attack  the  Benjaminites  ?”21  Nowhere  in  the  sources 
is  there  any  evidence  that  oracular  means  were  used  to  assign  particular 
field  obligations  (on  1:  1,  see  below).  The  captains  had,  except  on  rare  oc¬ 
casions  which  took  everybody  by  surprise  (Joshua  at  Ai;  David  in  2  Sam 
5:  23),  to  devise  their  own  strategy.  Moreover,  we  may  understand  that 
the  oracle  was  programmed  to  answer  only  the  question  that  was  asked; 
and  orderly  enquiry  before  battle  called  for  a  prior  question.  Not  “Who  shall 
go  first?”  Rather,  “Shall  we  go  or  not?”  (2  Sam  2:  1;  5:  19;  1  Kings  22:  6, 
15;  cf.  I  Kings  12:  24).  It  was  Yahweh’s  prerogative  alone  to  declare  war. 

We  may  thus  understand  the  narrative  integrity  of  two  severe  drubbings 
in  ch  20;  it  was  only  after  they  got  their  questions  in  the  right  order  and 
at  the  proper  place  of  enquiry  (before  the  ark  of  the  covenant)  that  victory 
was  to  be  expected  (20:  27  ff).  What  a  tremendous  cost,  this  old-style  Is¬ 
raelite  unity  I  The  narrative  admits  of  no  compassion  toward  the  con¬ 
cubine.  And  when  the  possibility  of  reconciliation  with  Benjamin  is  at  last 
at  hand,  the  herem  is  revived  (except  for  8:  22-28,  the  first  hint  of  that 
institution  since  ch  1)  against  Jabesh-Gilead  for  not  sending  in  the  expected 
quota  of  troops  (21:  11).  Only  tardily  had  the  combatants  recognized  that 
they  were  on  the  point  of  permanently  rupturing  the  inviolable  twelve- 
tribe  organization.  The  ancient  institutions  of  the  Yahwist  war  would  no 
longer  suffice. 

It  is  difficult,  if  not  now  impossible,  to  regard  these  chapters  as  anything 
more  or  less  than  an  exilic  narrator’s  artful  elaboration,  out  of  the  historical 
memory  and  an  archaic  source  recounting  the  tragic  civil  war  with  Benjamin. 

How  had  Israel  survived?  The  Deuteronomistic  conclusion  shows  how 
they  had  at  last  used  their  heads.  The  council  of  elders  had  thought  up 
the  kidnapping  of  desirable  maidens  at  Shiloh.  The  implication  of  the  fact 
that  Shiloh’s  location  must  be  described  is  that  the  venerable  amphictyonic 
center  was  not  much  visited  by  the  Yahwists  anymore  (so  that  the  insertion 
would  not  do  exegetical  violence  to  the  picture  of  Elkanah  as  an  exceptional 
Yahwist  in  1  Sam  1).  The  elders  will  explain  that  no  law  has  been  violated: 
the  elders  did  not  take  them  and  the  kinsfolk  did  not  grant  them.  ’Twas 
sheer  grace! 
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“In  those  days  there  was  no  king  in  Israel.  Every  man  did  what  was 
right  in  his  own  eyes”  (21:  25).  And  so,  by  implication,  can  the  exiled 
believer,  and  maybe  better,  thanks  to  the  memory.  According  to  Deuter¬ 
onomy,  Moses  had  presented  such  a  mode  of  decision  making  as  being 
appropriate  prior  to  the  conquest  (Deut  12:  8),  which  had  meant  to  the 
Deuteronomic  historian  that  it  was  most  inappropriate  on  at  least  one 
occasion  following  the  conquest  (Judg  17:  6);  but  it  was  now  in  order  where 
the  pre-conquest  conditions  once  again  prevailed.  Israel  was  to  do  it  again 
— make  a  new  beginning. 


Deuteronomistic  Introduction  (1:  2-36) 

Recognition  of  the  conclusion  of  Judges  as  comedy  that  is  yet  profoundly 
Yahwist  in  its  affirmation  suggests  a  new  point  of  entry  to  the  bulk  of 
ch  1.  The  question  of  the  character  of  ch  1  has  been  effectively  obscured 
by  the  scholarly  suspicion  that  it  presents  a  more  reliable  “minority  report” 
to  the  normative  conquest  tradition  that  is  preserved  in  the  book  of  Joshua. 
Proponents  of  this  view,  however,  have  never  succeeded  in  making  intel¬ 
ligible  how  this  could  begin  “after  the  death  of  Joshua,”  in  light  of  2:  8. 
While  the  theory  of  the  reliable  minority  report  has  been  effectively  refuted 
by  G.  Ernest  Wright  as  being  unable  to  accommodate  the  archeological 
data,22  the  redactional  integrity  of  ch  1  has  never  been  satisfactorily  ex¬ 
plained. 

We  propose  that  1:  2-36  is  a  redactor’s  attempt  to  provide  a  fresh  per¬ 
spective  on  the  indictment  in  2:  1-5  and  the  chaotic  chain  of  events  to 
follow.  This  would  explain  why  the  selection  of  materials  in  ch  1  involves 
doublets  with  Joshua  15  as  well  as  otherwise  unattested  traditions.  It 
aims  to  show  how  the  situation  worsened  after  Joshua’s  death,  until  the 
master  plan  for  economic  reform  was  at  last  thwarted  (vss  27-35). 

The  key  to  the  final  edition  of  the  introduction  is,  in  this  view,  the  in¬ 
congruity  between  the  answer  “Judah  shall  go”  and  the  question  about 
leadership  for  offensive  warfare  in  1:  1,  an  incongruity  which  harmonizes 
very  well  with  the  exaggerated  caricature  of  civil  war  in  ch  20,  where  we 
find  the  same  response  to  a  similar  inquiry  (20:  18).  In  this  manner,  the 
exilic  redactor  affirmed,  through  a  tragicomic  narrative,  how  the  recent 
demise  of  Judah  was  the  end  result  of  a  process  of  divine  discipline  that  had 
been  initiated  by  Yahweh’s  will  for  the  well-being  of  his  people. 

The  only  alternative  to  such  an  approach  to  the  problem  of  ch  1  would 
be  to  assume  that  the  redactor  knew  nothing  about  traditions  associating 
historical  Joshua  with  reforms  in  land  tenure  (which,  in  light  of  the  last 
half  of  the  book  of  Joshua,  we  find  almost  inconceivable),  or  else  that  the 
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redactor  set  out  most  unsuccessfully  to  counter  such  traditions  (which  we 
find  implausible).  Rather,  in  his  use  of  older  materials,  he  set  out  to  frame 
the  earlier  “Deuteronomic”  edition  of  the  book  of  Judges  with  material 
that  shows  Israel  virtually  “on  the  ropes”  by  the  end  of  ch  1  and  painfully 
but  surely  reassembled  in  chs  20  and  21. 

If  “tragicomic”  is  a  fair  description  of  the  final  frame  of  Judges,  then  the 
problem  of  doublets  between  Joshua  and  Judges  1  is  posed  in  a  new  way, 
for  there  is  no  clear  indication  of  an  early  (that  is,  pre-exilic)  combination 
of  the  multifarious  traditionary  pieces  that  now  make  up  Judges  1.  We 
suspect  that  the  bulk  of  the  combining  and  grouping  of  these  old  units  stems 
from  the  same  redactor  as  do  the  final  chapters,  where  the  purpose  is  not 
merely  to  chronicle  the  past  but  to  affirm  the  present  rule  of  Yahweh  in 
the  midst  of  chaos. 

Judah  sets  the  pace  in  1:  2-7,  as  it  will  again  in  ch  20.  In  1:  8-9,  after 
the  initial  success,  we  are  prepared  for  great  things  but  are  brought  up  short 
by  the  campaign  against  Debir.  While  our  attention  is  momentarily  ar¬ 
rested  by  Achsah  (vs  15),  we  are  presented  with  the  peaceful  performance  of 
some  Kenites  for  contrast  (vs  16).  Then  the  account  of  Judah’s  plundering 
resumes,  capped  by  the  (ironic?)  summary  in  vs  19.23 

Will  Ephraim  and  Manasseh  do  better?  Not  much.  There  is  a  place 
in  the  Hittite  country  to  this  very  day  called  Deception  ( luz ,  “to  turn 
aside,”  with  devious  or  crafty  intent),  commemorating  a  piece  of  conquest 
by  treachery.  Manasseh,  Ephraim,  Zebulun,  Asher,  and  Naphtali  are  all 
charged  specifically  with  failure  to  carry  through  reforms  in  land  tenure. 
Finally,  as  in  the  earlier  Deuteronomic  edition,  there  was  Dan,  who  could 
not  expand  into  the  plain  because  of  the  “westerners”  there.24 

Ch  1  ends  with  Israel  in  complete  disarray,  thus  anticipating  the  angel’s 
response  (2:  1-5)  to  the  premature  question  (1:  1). 

The  conclusion  appears  inescapable  that  this  final  redactor  has  indeed 
been  taught  by  the  Deuteronomic  preoccupation  with  reversals  of  Israelite 
expectations  (clearest  in  2:  1-5;  6:  7-10;  and  10:  10-16).  The  last  of  these 
had  made  the  point  that  crying  out  to  Yahweh  in  time  of  crisis  had  become 
habit  forming.  Yet,  confronted  with  that  embarrassing  truth,  they  decided 
to  trust  him  anyway,  and  he  delivered  them.  What  had  been  true  in  Jeph- 
thah’s  day  is  regarded  at  last  as  truer  than  ever.25 

Notes 

1  It  is  a  privilege  to  be  able  to  present  this  essay  to  Professor  Myers,  whose  fine  “In¬ 
troduction”  and  “Exegesis”  of  the  Book  of  Judges  in  IB.  vol.  II  (1953)  appeared  just 
in  time  to  help  whet  my  appetite,  as  a  seminarian,  for  critical  biblical  studies  and  to  set 
the  basic  guidelines  for  the  investigation  leading  to  this  paper. 
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Israelite  amphictyony.  The  chapter  leaves  the  matter  of  success  or  failure  in  the  new 
experiment  an  open  question:  Will  you  or  will  you  not  maintain  the  covenant  constitu¬ 
tion  ?  What  is  affirmed  through  the  lively  narrative  depiction  of  negotiation  and  ratifica- 
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tion  in  ch  24  now  has  eloquent  hortatory  preparation  in  ch  23.  But  that  chapter,  as 
Joshua’s  “Farewell  Address,”  is  complete  in  itself;  it  is  a  preformed  unit  which  has  been 
inserted  in  such  a  way  that  the  last  two  chapters  of  Josh  are  most  inefficiently  redundant. 
The  most  striking  thing  about  the  farewell  speech  is  its  negative  expectation  for  the 
survival  of  the  federation,  spiraling  downward  to  a  devastating  conclusion:  “If  you  break 
the  covenant  .  .  .  you  will  quickly  vanish  from  the  good  land  he  has  given  you”  (Josh 
23:  16).  This  chapter  clearly  reflects  Deuteronomic  eloquence;  yet,  from  the  standpoint 
of  the  question  about  redaction,  it  fits  best  the  period  in  which  the  prophecy  had  been 
fulfilled. 
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Life  without  Resurrection: 

Two  Perspectives  from  Qoheleth 


The  fact  that  J.  M.  Myers  has  often  spoken  of  Ecclesiastes  as 
his  favorite  biblical  writing,  plus  a  strong  attraction  to  this  member  of  the 
megilloth  felt  by  the  present  writer,  influenced  the  choice  of  topic  for  this 
contribution  to  the  Myers  Festschrift. 

The  paper  will  focus  on  two  important  aspects  of  the  thought  of  the  book 
of  Ecclesiastes,  hereafter  called  Qoheleth,  and  will  relate  them  to  similar 
attitudes  that  appear  in  the  New  Testament.  The  passage  of  time  between 
the  writer  of  this  ancient  book  of  wisdom  and  the  first  century  a.d.  saw 
a  marked  spread  and  development  of  beliefs  concerning  resurrection.  Few 
would  deny  that  the  doctrine  of  the  resurrection  was  basic  to  both  Pharisaic 
Judaism  and  early  Christianity.  This  paper  does  not  attempt  to  trace  the 
history  of  the  doctrine  of  resurrection.  The  goal  is,  rather,  to  examine  two 
main  points  in  Qoheleth  with  respect  to  his  outlook  on  life,  in  the  context 
of  his  negative  attitude  toward  belief  in  resurrection.  Then  we  shall  turn 
to  the  New  Testament,  where  essentially  the  same  viewpoints  are  present, 
but  now  standing  in  the  context  of  resurrection  faith. 

The  initial  point  to  come  under  attention  is  Qoheleth’s  realism  with  re¬ 
spect  to  conjecture  about  the  fate  of  the  dead.  The  teachings  of  Jesus 
and  Paul  will  then  be  examined  for  evidence  of  a  similar  outlook. 

The  second  perspective  from  Qoheleth  is  a  positive  appreciation  of  this 
present  life.  Here  too,  we  will  look  at  the  New  Testament  for  signs  of  ex¬ 
pression  of  a  similar  discernment  of  immanent  good.  To  maintain  such  an 
attitude  along  with  belief  in  a  resurrection  was  necessary  if  Christians  were 
to  have  a  sense  of  proportion  between  eschatological  expectations  and 
values  available  here  and  now. 


49 


50 


Howard  N .  Bream 


Tempting  as  it  is  to  seek  the  origins  of  the  belief  in  resurrection,  the 
writer  views  that  quest  as  off  limits  for  the  purposes  of  this  paper.  Nor 
does  he  intend  to  raise  questions  about  the  validity  of  the  doctrine.  We 
shall  aim,  instead,  toward  concentrating  on  the  two  aspects  of  Qoheleth’s 
wisdom  mentioned  above,  because  they  convey  meaningful  truth  to  those 
who  have  come  after  him  under  the  sun. 

Resurrection  in  the  Old  Testament  Outside  Qoheleth 

The  Old  Testament,  as  has  been  pointed  out  many  times,  typically  thought 
of  a  form  of  survival  in  Sheol,  a  sort  of  non-life  existence.  Possibly  this 
concept  rested  on  the  common-sense  observation  that  after  the  heart  stops 
beating,  the  body  remains  and  influences  of  the  personality  also  persist. 
However  that  may  be,  the  idea  of  a  sort  of  shadow  survival  in  Sheol  is  far 
removed  from  the  later  concept  of  a  general  resurrection  from  the  dead. 

There  are,  to  be  sure,  in  some  Psalms,  especially  16  and  71,  what  might 
deserve  the  description  “intimations  of  immortality.”1  While  such  passages 
show  the  kind  of  faith  that  gave  to  belief  in  resurrection  its  deepest  meaning, 
they  fall  far  short  of  formulating  it.  They  are  at  most  faint  rays  of  light  be¬ 
fore  the  dawn.2 

When  we  talk  about  belief  in  resurrection,  what  is  in  mind  is  the  full¬ 
blown  conviction  that  the  dead  will  be  raised.  We  must  observe  the  dis¬ 
tinction  between  real  belief  that  this  will  happen  and  the  mere  imaginative 
idea  of  the  dead  coming  back  to  life.  Just  as  men  imagined  that  humans 
could  fly  long  before  the  idea  became  a  reality,  so  the  thought  of  a  return 
from  the  grave  was  abroad  much  earlier  than  general  acceptance  of  it  as 
a  future  event. 

For  instance,  the  Israelites  wrote  poetically  of  a  figurative  sort  of  resur¬ 
rection  when  they  pictured  sickness  or  distress  as  descending  to  Sheol  or 
experiencing  death  (Pss  88;  18:  4,  5;  116:  3;  143:  7)  and  correspondingly 
viewed  deliverance  as  being  redeemed  from  the  pit,  or  place  of  death  (Pss 
116:  8;  103:  4;  30:  3;  Job  33:  30;  Jon  2:  7).  This  feature  of  the  Hebrew 
poetic  vocabulary  has  received  much  attention,  and  needs  only  to  be  noted 
here.3 

The  book  of  Job  goes  beyond  the  psalmists,  in  vividness  and  suggestive¬ 
ness.  In  a  passage  reminiscent  of  the  realistic  pessimism  of  Qoheleth,  Job’s 
mind  dwells  on  the  irresistible  and  arbitrary  power  of  God  which  summarily 
topples  the  plans  of  short-lived  man.  Despair  drives  Job  to  fantasy,  and 
he  calls  on  God  to  hide  him  temporarily  from  his  anger  in  Sheol,  that  place 
of  no  return,  and  then  to  remember  him  and  release  him: 
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If  a  man  dies 
can  he  live  again  ? 

I  would  wait  out  all  the  time  of  my  enlistment 
.  until  my  replacement  should  come. 

You  would  call 
and  I  would  answer; 
you  would  yearn 

for  the  one  whom  your  hands  have  made.  (Job  14:  14  f) 

But  Job  quickly  moves  from  this  breathtaking  thought,  so  tentatively 
expressed  that  one  hesitates  to  call  it  a  hope,  back  to  the  older  view  of  the 
finality  of  death.  As  the  book  continues,  he  demands,  and  at  last  receives, 
answer  and  vindication  from  God  in  this  life  before  dying  an  old  man  and 
full  of  days  (Job  42:  17). 

We  have  in  the  book  of  Ezekiel  an  allegory  that  describes  a  mass  resur¬ 
rection  with  striking  profusion  of  detail.  The  passage  (Ezek  37:  1-14) 
provides  the  basis  for  the  Negro  spiritual  “Dry  Bones, ”  which,  with  a  liter¬ 
alness  entirely  in  keeping  with  Ezekiel,  musically  tells  of  the  rearticulation 
of  the  skeletons  bone  by  bone  from  foot  to  head.  Of  course  this  still  lies  in 
the  realm  of  symbolism.  Ezekiel  was  really  predicting  restoration  of  the 
nation  from  exile  in  Babylon  to  new  life  in  Palestine,  the  homeland.4 

Less  prolix  and  also  less  obviously  allegorical  is  the  reference  to  a  resur¬ 
rection  of  the  people  in  Is  26:  19: 

Your  dead  ones  will  live, 
their  corpses  will  rise 
— awake  and  rejoice 
O  sleepers  in  the  dust — 
for  your  dew 
is  a  dew  of  purest  light, 
and  earth 

will  bring  forth  alive 
those  reposing  there. 

The  dating  of  Is  24-27  remains  uncertain.  Clear  indications  are  simply 
lacking,  and  nothing  is  gained  by  being  dogmatic.  In  any  case,  we  can  see 
from  the  context  that  while  the  language  specifically  refers  to  resurrection, 
there  is  no  real  clue  as  to  whether  it  is  meant  to  be  understood  literally. 
Fortunately,  a  decision  on  this  point  is  not  necessary  for  the  purpose  of 
this  paper.  We  need  only  observe  that  the  language  of  resurrection  is  here, 
without  resolving  its  ambiguity. 

While  it  is  not  a  certainty  that  the  passage  in  Isaiah  just  quoted  poeti¬ 
cally  refers  to  a  national  reawakening,  there  is  a  fantasy  in  Jeremiah  that 
unmistakably  describes  the  Babylonian  exile: 
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Nebuchadrezzar,  king  of  Babylon, 

has  devoured  me, 

he  has  finished  me  off, 

he  has  held  me  up  like  an  empty  dish; 

he  has  swallowed  me  up 

like  a  sea  monster; 

he  has  filled  his  belly 

with  my  choice  parts; 

he  has  thrust  me  out.  (Jer  51:  34) 

And  I  [  Yahweh]  will  see  to  Bel  in  Babylon 
and  draw  forth  from  his  mouth 
what  he  has  swallowed.  (Jer  51:  44) 

Here  Hebrew  imagination  has  depicted  the  dismal  fate  of  exile  in  quite 
different  terms  from  the  allegory  of  the  dry  bones  in  Ezekiel.  Inventiveness 
such  as  this  cautions  us  against  assuming  too  easily  that  the  language  of 
resurrection,  as  in  Is  26:  19,  always  had  a  literal  intent. 

To  be  sure,  instances  of  the  resurrection  of  individuals  do  occur  in  the 
Old  Testament,  as  in  the  New  (Heb  11:  35).  Both  Elijah  (1  Kings  17:  17-24) 
and  Elisha  (2  Kings  4:  17-37)  restored  the  dead  to  life.  But  these  miracles 
did  not  confer  immortality.  Those  who  had  been  raised  would  at  some  time 
go  to  Sheol,  as  all  men  were  expected  to  do. 

Only  one  passage  in  the  Old  Testament — Dan  12:  2 — presents  the  resur¬ 
rection  hope  in  a  prediction  of  an  actual  event  connected  with  a  coming 
eschatological  deliverance  of  the  chosen  people.  Dating  from  about  167 
b.c.,  this  prophecy  came  from  one  of  those  pious  Jews  who  resisted  to  the 
death  the  ruthless  attempt  of  their  Hellenistic  Syrian  ruler  Antiochus  IV 
(175-163  b.c.),  to  stamp  out  Judaism  in  Judah.  Possibly  the  pressure  of 
extreme  crisis  impelled  faith  to  lay  hold  of  belief  in  a  real,  large-scale  resur¬ 
rection  of  the  dead.  It  fell  short  of  envisaging  a  universal  resurrection  of 
all  mankind.  Fortunately  for  us,  the  writer  of  Daniel  was  quite  explicit 
on  this  point.  He  expected  some  to  arise  to  everlasting  life  ( hayye  yolam)t 
while  others  would  arise  to  everlasting  reproach  and  repugnance. 

The  writer  of  Daniel  looked  beyond  the  well-known  individual  exceptions 
to  the  rule  of  death  that  appear  in  the  Old  Testament  to  a  return  of  many  at 
the  end  of  present  history.  Yet  his  brief  statement,  specific  as  it  was,  left 
room  for  later  diverging  ideas  to  develop.  It  lacked  the  authority  of  dogma. 

Qoheleth  probably  originated  before  the  Maccabean  revolt  of  about 
168  b.c.  and  the  book  of  Daniel.5  Because  the  written  evidence  from  the 
Old  Testament  for  views  on  resurrection  or  immortality  is  so  tenuous,  we 
cannot  identify  the  form  in  which  Qoheleth  encountered  them.  However, 
he  had  a  clear  perspective  on  the  subject  of  death  and  survival.  To  this, 
the  first  of  the  two  subjects  of  this  paper,  we  now  turn. 
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Qoheleth  on  Life  After  Death 

With  respect  to  life  after  death,  Qoheleth’s  thinking  was  an  interaction 
between  ideas  current  in  his  day  and  his  own  empirical  observations  and 
deductions.  His  realistic  bent  of  mind  led  him  to  accept  death  as  inevitable 
and  final.  However,  he  denied  neither  God’s  existence  nor  action,  holding 
that  man’s  wisdom  is  just  great  enough  to  realize  its  own  limits,  which  fall 
far  short  of  fathoming  God’s  purposes.  Qoheleth  derided  any  trust  in  some 
form  of  survival  of  the  individual  in  society,  for  instance  as  a  memory 
among  the  living.  He  also  abstained  from  trying  to  see  what  may  lie  beyond 
the  grave,  asking,  characteristically,  Who  knows? 

INEVITABILITY  OF  DEATH 

Desire  for  eternal  life  permeated  the  ancient  world  long  before  the  emergence 
of  the  Hebrew  nation.  Its  presence  in  Israel  is  evident  from  the  J  account 
in  Gen  3,  the  Hebrew  version  of  the  denial  of  immortality  to  man: 

And  the  Lord  God  said, 

“See,  man  has  become  like  one  of  us, 
knowing  good  and  evil. 

And  now,  lest  he  reach  out  his  hand 
and  take  also  from  the  tree  of  life 
and  eat 

and  live  forever’’  ( le  olam) — 

So  the  Lord  God  sent  him 

out  of  the  garden  of  Eden.  (Gen  3:  22,  23a) 

While  the  writer  of  this  passage  implicitly  recognized  the  desire  of  men 
for  eternal  life,  and  presents  the  tantalizing  thought  that  it  once  lay  within 
man’s  grasp,  he  categorically  ruled  out  the  possibility  forever.  This  fits 
with  the  preceding  account  in  Genesis  of  the  Lord’s  judgment  that  man  must 
return  to  the  dust  from  whence  he  had  come  (Gen  3:  19). 

Qoheleth  agreed  fully  with  this  tradition.  In  the  following  passage,  he 
reaffirms  that  man’s  destiny  is  to  return  to  dust: 

For  the  lot  of  the  sons  of  men 
and  the  lot  of  the  animal 
are  the  same; 

as  one  dies,  so  does  the  other. 

And  they  all  have  the  same  spirit; 

so  the  superiority  that  man  has  over  the  animal 

is  nothing — 

it  is  all  a  delusion. 

They  are  all  headed  for  the  same  place; 
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they  all  came  from  the  dust 

and  they  all  return  to  the  dust.  (Eccles  3:  19  f) 

Of  course  Qoheleth’s  observation  is  hardly  original.  But  the  acceptance  of 
death  colored  his  attitude  toward  life.  And  his  matter-of-fact  attitude  led 
him  to  avoid  speculations  about  the  fate  of  the  dead,  as  we  shall  see. 

SHEOL 

Qoheleth  used  the  word  “Sheol”  just  as  it  appears  throughout  the  Old 
Testament,  to  refer  to  the  shadowy  nether  realm  of  the  dead: 

Take  part  energetically 
in  everything  that  you  find  to  do. 

For  there  is  no  activity 
no  thinking 
no  knowledge 
no  wisdom 

in  Sheol, 

and  that  is  where  you  are  going.  (Eccles  9:  10) 

He  mentions  Sheol  only  this  once,  and  in  a  completely  negative  way.  With 
reference  to  the  fate  of  all  men  and  of  animals,  he  seems  to  employ  a  sub¬ 
stitute  phrase  in  two  other  passages  (with  identical  Hebrew  wording)  which 
may  be  translated  “they  are  all  headed  for  the  same  place”  (3:  20;  6:  6). 
Apparently  Qoheleth  had  no  interest  in  Sheol,  and  since  he  was  a  keen 
observer  and  certainly  knew  of  the  colorful  traditions  concerning  it  (see, 
for  examples,  1  Sam  28;  Is  14:  9-20;  Ezek  31,  32),  he  seems  to  have  ignored 
it  intentionally.  It  was  simply  the  state  of  death,  empty  of  all  the  positive 
qualities  which  make  up  life.  One  might  also  say  that,  beyond  the  fact 
that  Sheol  was  the  place  of  the  dead,  Qoheleth’s  observations  took  him 
little  farther  than  believing  that  there  is  no  knowledge  there  (9:  10). 

RESIDUAL  INDIVIDUAL  IMMORTALITY  ON  EARTH 

According  to  popular  thinking,  often  expressed  in  Jewish  writings  (Prov 
10:  7;  13:  22;  Job  18:  15-19;  Wis  4:  1;  Sir  30:  2-6;  37:  26;  39:  9-11;  40: 
19;  41:  13;  44:  8-15),  the  righteous  and  wise  individual  enjoys  a  sort  of 
survival  on  this  earth  in  what  he  leaves  behind  at  death,  especially  his  name 
and  his  family.  Qoheleth  shot  this  hope  full  of  holes,  using  his  own  ob¬ 
servations  for  ammunition: 

And  I  saw  that  nothing  is  better 
than  that  man  should  enjoy  his  activity 
for  that  is  his  inheritance; 
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for  who  can  enable  him  to  see 

how  things  will  be  after  him?  (Eccles  3:  22) 

For  the  remembrance  of  neither  the  wise  man  nor  the  fool 
is  perpetual. 

because  in  the  days  that  follow  them 

all  will  be  forgotten, 

and  so  the  poor  wise  man 

perishes  along  with  the  fool.  (Eccles  2:  16) 

With  extensive  illustrations  and  with  terse  sayings,  Qoheleth  repeatedly 
drove  home  his  point  (6:  12;  7:  14;  9:  5).  No  one  can  control  what  happens 
after  his  death.  Let  no  one  comfort  himself  with  the  thought  that  his  family 
will  persist,  his  wealth  endure,  or  his  plans  mature.  Death  barricades  the 
future  against  all  human  wishes  and  desires. 

WHAT  HAPPENS  TO  THE  INDIVIDUAL  ? 

Just  as  death  seals  off  knowledge  of  the  future  on  earth  from  those  whom 
it  takes  away,  so  it  prevents  those  on  earth  from  seeing  what  befalls  those 
who  have  died: 


Who  knows  whether  the  spirit  of  the  sons  of  men 

rises  upward  on  high 

while  the  spirit  of  the  animal 

descends  downward  to  the  earth?  (Eccles  3:  21) 

This  sounds  much  as  if  Qoheleth  were  arguing  against  some  sort  of  theory 
of  survival  We  have  seen  that  statements  on  this  subject  in  the  Old  Testa¬ 
ment  are  few  and  uncertain,  and  that  Dan  12:  2,  dating  from  about  167 
B.c.,  offers  the  first  unmistakable  example  of  resurrection  faith.  If  he  was 
indeed  refuting  a  current  idea,  Qoheleth  does  not  bother  to  describe  it. 

Qoheleth  went  just  as  far  as  the  facts  allowed.  He  had  learned  from  his 
own  observation  that  men  and  animals  alike  undergo  death  and  physical 
dissolution.  But  what  about  the  nonmaterial  factor,  the  spirit?  This,  he 
says,  remains  a  question.  However,  Qoheleth  did  accept  that  man  is  a 
working  combination  of  an  earthly  element — dust — and  an  enlivening 
power — the  spirit. 

When  the  Lord  delivered  judgment  on  man  in  Gen  3:  19,  he  condemned 
him  to  return  to  the  dust.  Nothing  was  said  about  the  spirit  in  man.6  The 
silence  about  the  spirit  may  well  be  intentional,  although  one  should  not 
make  too  much  of  the  fact  that  it  is  passed  over  in  this  passage.  However, 
a  later  passage,  the  difficult  Gen  6:  3,  does  deal  with  the  matter  of  the 
spirit: 
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And  the  Lord  said 

“My  spirit  shall  not  abide7 

in  man  forever, 

inasmuch  as  he  is  flesh; 

so  his  days  shall  be 

one  hundred  and  twenty  years.” 

Surely  it  is  significant  that  in  this  case  as  well  as  in  Eccles  3:  21  the  only 
clear  fact  is  that  man  shall  not  keep  the  spirit  forever.  No  clue  indicates 
what  happens  to  the  spirit,  except  that  when  the  Lord  calls  it  “my  spirit” 
here  the  inference  seems  to  be  that  he  will  reclaim  it. 

The  later  passage  in  which  Qoheleth  speaks  of  the  dissolution  of  man  at 
death  needs  to  be  understood  in  the  light  of  Genesis: 

And  the  dust  returns 

to  the  earth  as  it  was  before, 

and  the  spirit  returns 

to  God,  who  gave  it.  (Eccles  12:  7) 

Here  he  poetically  describes  man’s  death  in  terms  of  the  separation  into  dust, 
and  spirit,  the  divine  vital  force.  That  is  a  remarkably  open-ended  descrip¬ 
tion,  and,  in  the  light  of  Qoheleth’s  respect  for  facts  and  his  refusal  to  spec¬ 
ulate,  we  may  accept  it  as  expressing  Qoheleth’s  realistic  agnosticism  about 
what  happens  at,  and  after,  death.  He  stuck  with  the  evidence.  The  Lord 
gives  the  spirit,  and  the  Lord  takes  it  away.  Qoheleth  left  the  matter  where 
it  belongs:  in  the  hands  of  the  Lord. 

THE  LIMITS  OF  KNOWLEDGE 

Qoheleth  understood  very  well  that  the  human  mind  can  form  concepts 
opposed  to  reality  or  beyond  testing.  His  own  experience  taught  him  that 
life  is  full  of  mystery,  and  that  man  asks  questions  without  being  able  to 
understand  the  answers.  One  of  his  most  important  insights  is  that  wisdom 
recognizes  the  human  mind’s  limitations  as  well  as  its  potential: 

When  I  bent  my  mind  to  the  knowledge  of  wisdom 

and  the  observation  of  the  pursuits 

which  are  carried  on  in  the  earth 

— for  indeed  day  and  night 

His  eyes  do  not  shut  in  sleep — 

then  I  observed  all  the  activity  of  God, 

and  saw  that  man  is  not  able 

to  grasp  the  activity 

which  goes  on  under  the  sun; 

however  man  works  at  investigating  it, 

he  cannot  comprehend  it.  (Eccles  8:  16,  17) 
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Qoheleth  could  utter  the  words  “all  the  activity  of  God,”  but  he  found  it 
simply  impossible  to  grasp  the  manifold  details  included  in  that  divine  ac¬ 
tivity.  It  is  like  seeing  the  stars  at  night  or  looking  at  the  sands  of  the  sea 
and  trying  to  count  them — a  feat  beyond  the  power  of  man,  though  not 
of  God  (Ps  147:  4;  Jer.  33:  22) 

Not  only  are  God’s  actions  too  vast  in  number  to  be  grasped  by  the  human 
mind,  their  nature  in  itself  is  baffling. 

Just  as  you  do  not  understand 

how  the  spirit  comes  into  the  bones 

in  the  pregnant  womb, 

so  you  do  not  understand 

the  activities  of  God, 

who  is  active  in  all  things.  (Eccles  11:  5) 

God  brings  life  in  the  womb  by  his  spirit,  and  he,  in  some  way  or  other, 
takes  it  at  death  (Eccles  12:  7).  But  both  the  beginning  and  the  end  of 
human  existence  lie  veiled  in  the  secrecy  of  God’s  incomprehensible  wisdom. 

This,  then,  is  the  first  perspective  from  Qoheleth.  Within  the  context 
of  a  faith  in  God,  he  accepted  the  fact  of  death  as  the  end  of  life,  a  step 
into  the  unknown.  Both  the  giving  of  life  and  the  ending  of  life  are  part 
of  the  manifold  activity  of  God  which  extends  beyond  the  power  of  man’s 
mind  to  probe. 

QOHELETH’S  PERSPECTIVE  AS  SEEN  IN  THE  THOUGHT  OF  PAUL  AND 
JESUS 

Both  the  early  Christian  Church  and  pharisaic  Judaism  made  the  resur¬ 
rection  a  pivotal  article  of  faith.8  In  this  they  took  a  step  from  which  Qohe¬ 
leth  held  back.  But  while  the  concept  of  the  resurrection  of,  or  from,  the 
dead  won  acceptance,  those  who  held  it  differed  widely  on  the  details  of  the 
event.  And  since  it  lies  in  the  future,  the  resurrection  must  always  be  an 
object  of  faith  rather  than  of  sight. 

To  apply  the  perspective  of  Qoheleth’s  realism  to  resurrection  faith  means 
to  accept  the  concept  but  to  make  no  claim  of  knowledge  about  the  various 
specific  features  of  that  momentous  event  that  will  attend  it  when  it  happens. 
These  are  undisclosed  mysteries.  We  turn  now  to  see  how,  according  to  the 
record  of  the  New  Testament,  Paul  and  Jesus  shared  the  wisdom  of  Qohe¬ 
leth  in  this  respect. 

Paul  argued  vehemently  for  the  factuality  of  the  resurrection,  particu¬ 
larly  because  for  him  the  resurrection  of  Christ  had  become  of  crucial  im¬ 
portance.  However  he  pragmatically  relied  on  the  evidence,  passed  on  to 
him  through  tradition,  that  Christ  had  first  appeared  to  Peter,  to  the  twelve. 
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to  more  than  five  hundred  believers,  to  James,  and  to  “all  the  apostles.” 
Furthermore,  his  own  life  had  undergone  a  radical  transformation  because 
he  himself  had  been  confronted  by  the  risen  Lord — an  experience  which 
Acts  tells  three  times  (9:  1-9;  22:  6-11;  26:  12-20).  Paul  places  the  resur¬ 
rection  of  Christ,  attested  by  the  eyewitnesses  mentioned  above,  including 
himself,  at  the  beginning  of  his  long  chapter  on  resurrection,  1  Cor  15. 
In  the  following  passage,  he  closely  links  the  resurrection  of  the  dead,  the 
resurrection  of  Christ,  and  salvation: 

If  Christ  is  proclaimed  to  have  risen  from  the  dead, 

how  can  some  among  you  say 

that  there  is  no  resurrection  of  the  dead  ? 

If,  indeed,  there  is  no  resurrection  of  the  dead, 

Christ  was  not  raised  either. 

But  if  Christ  was  not  raised, 

then  our  proclamation  is  void  of  truth 

as  is  our  faith. 

We  are  then  also  found  to  be  false  witnesses  of  God, 

because  we  have  testified  about  God 

that  he  raised  Christ, 

whom  he  did  not  raise 

if  in  fact  the  dead  are  not  raised. 

But  if  Christ  was  not  raised, 

your  faith  is  worthless; 

you  are  still  saddled  with  your  sins. 

It  also  follows  that  those  who  fell  asleep  in  Christ 
have  perished. 

If  our  hope  in  Christ  is  limited  to  just  this  life, 

we  are  the  most  pitiful  men  in  the  world.  (1  Cor  15:  12-19) 

Paul  could  hardly  have  been  more  radical  about  the  importance  of  the 
resurrection.  He  did  not,  however,  specify  in  full  the  ingredients  that  will 
constitute  the  event.  In  response  to  objections  to  the  idea  of  a  resurrection 
of  the  physical  body,  he  did  say  that  those  who  are  raised  will  be  changed 
and  will  have  spiritual  bodies  instead  of  their  present  ones: 

But  some  one  will  say, 

“The  dead  will  be  raised ?  Just  how? 

With  what  sort  of  bodies 
will  they  come  back?” 

You  simpleton,  what  you  sow 
will  not  germinate 
unless  it  dies  first. 

And  what  you  sow — 
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well,  it  is  not  the  bodily  form 
that  it  will  have  in  the  future 
at  the  time  when  you  sow  it, 
but  a  bare  grain — 
whether  it  happens  to  be  wheat 
or  one  of  the  others. 

But  God  decides  what 
bodily  form  to  give  it, 
and  for  each  of  the  seeds 

there  is  its  own  particular  body.  (1  Cor  15:  35-38) 

Applying  this  to  the  case  of  the  human  body,  Paul  went  on  to  say: 

It  is  sown  a  physical  body, 

it  is  raised  a  spiritual  body; 

if  there  is  a  physical  body 

there  is  a  spiritual  one  too.  (1  Cor  15:  44) 

Of  the  resurrection  bodies,  Paul  said  that  they  will  be  incorruptible, 
glorious,  strong,  and  immortal  (1  Cor  15:  42  f).  Yet  by  means  of  the  analogy 
between  the  change  in  appearance  of  the  plant  from  the  seed  that  was  sown 
and  the  change  in  the  body  that  is  to  be  raised  from  our  present  ones,  the 
apostle  strongly  suggests  that  God  alone  knows  just  what  the  new,  changed 
spiritual  bodies  will  be  like.  We  can  know  that  we  will  be  changed.  We 
know  that  we  must  pass  through  death  to  that  change.  But  beyond  the 
general  terms  just  cited,  Paul  does  not  reveal  the  how  or  what  of  the  change. 
That  is  up  to  God.  At  this  point,  Paul  has  the  same  realistic  perspective 
that  Qoheleth  had.  He  did  not  go  beyond  the  evidence,  or  his  trust  in  the 
power  of  God,  for  the  sake  of  answering  questions  which  arose  from  curiosity 
or  doubt. 

Nor,  on  the  evidence  of  the  Gospels,  did  Jesus  himself  disclose  information 
about  the  resurrection  or  conditions  pertaining  to  it,  beyond  the  famous 
saying  that  in  the  resurrection  there  is  neither  marrying  nor  being  married 
(Mk  12:  25).  Even  in  this  case,  Jesus  was  not  discoursing  to  his  disciples 
on  the  subject  of  resurrection,  but  gave  his  statement  as  an  answer  to  the 
Sadducees  who  were  arguing  that  there  is  no  resurrection.  When  they 
proposed  the  absurd  situation  of  a  woman  who  had  lived  as  wife  with  seven 
brothers  in  succession,  and  asked  whose  wife  she  would  be  in  the  resurrec¬ 
tion  (Mk  12:  18-23),  Jesus  disposed  of  their  trick  question  without  going 
into  lengthy  teaching  about  the  subject.  The  fact  that  the  most  explicit 
sayings  from  Paul  and  Jesus  on  resurrection  came  as  answers  to  objections 
to  belief  in  the  resurrection  deserves  our  notice.  Neither  of  the  two  was, 
as  far  as  our  evidence  goes,  concerned  with  delving  into  the  secrets  of  the 
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beyond.  They  believed  in  the  resurrection  but  trusted  in  the  power  of  God 
rather  than  an  explanation  tailored  to  human  specifications. 

The  parable  of  the  rich  man  and  Lazarus  (Lk  16:  19-31)  may  seem  on  the 
surface  to  offer  new  revelation  of  the  intermediate  state  between  death  and 
the  general  resurrection.  But  deeper  reflection  shows  that  it  is  not  so.  Jesus, 
as  he  usually  did  in  his  teaching,  was  employing  familiar  ideas  of  his  time9 
to  convey  teaching  to  those  who  heard  him  about  their  life  on  earth  before 
death.  The  conclusion  to  the  teaching  seems  to  warn  us  away  from  seeking 
support  for  resurrection  faith  by  direct  revelation.  For  when  the  rich  man 
asks  that  Lazarus  go  back  to  earth  to  warn  the  rich  man’s  brothers,  he 
is  told  that  if  his  brothers  will  not  believe  on  the  strength  of  the  witness  of 
Moses  and  the  prophets,  they  will  not  believe  even  if  one  comes  back  from 
the  dead. 

The  very  paucity  of  Jesus’  teaching  about  the  life  hereafter  left  a  vacuum 
which  inevitably  attracted  curiosity  and  led  to  the  introduction  of  strange 
ideas.  The  statement  in  Acts  1 :  3  that  Jesus  appeared  to  the  disciples  for 
forty  days  after  the  crucifixion,  speaking  to  them  about  the  kingdom  of 
God,  provided  an  opportunity  for  later  writers  to  supply  their  own  versions 
of  what  Jesus  said  during  that  period.  A  number  of  apocryphal  works,  often 
gnostic  in  tendency,  offer  accounts  of  private  revelations  attributed  to  Jesus. 
Their  divergence  from  the  New  Testament  tradition  and  from  each  other 
betrays  their  inauthenticity.10 

The  early  Church,  then,  faced  the  future  with  a  firm  faith  in  the  resur¬ 
rection,  but  without  detailed  information  from  either  Jesus  or  Paul  on  the 
matter.  Many  questions  were  unanswered.  Here  is  where  Qoheleth’s  prag¬ 
matic  realism  seems  to  have  been  echoed  by  both  Jesus  and  Paul.  While 
they  were  not  agnostic  about  the  resurrection,  as  Qoheleth  had  been,  they 
nevertheless  rested  their  faith  on  the  power  of  God  rather  than  on  explana¬ 
tions  which  by  the  very  nature  of  the  case  must  always  be  speculative. 


The  Second  Perspective:  God  Desires  Man  to  Find  the 
Goodness  of  Life  Now 

Although  Qoheleth  had  no  hope  for  life  beyond  the  grave,  he  did  find  positive 
values  to  be  a  present  potential.  With  the  same  clear-eyed  realism  that  he 
applied  to  theories  of  survival,  he  sifted  the  axioms  and  values  that  he  per¬ 
ceived  men  guiding  themselves  by.  He  concluded  that  in  their  folly  men 
overcapitalize  the  worth  of  riches,  fame,  and  pleasure.  They  strive  to  heap 
up,  to  hold  on  to,  to  control,  and  thereby  to  find  satisfaction  in  what  they 
conceive  to  be  the  good  things  of  life.  All  this  he  labeled  vanity,  or  empti¬ 
ness  (NEB),  or  futility  (Berkeley  version),  or  vapor  (Scott,  in  Anchor  Bible) 
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(2:  1-11;  18-23;  4:  7,  8;  5:  10,  11,  13-17;  6:  1-7,  11,  12;  8:  9,  11;  9:  1-3,  11, 
12).11  Life  yields  its  treasures  only  to  those  who  in  wisdom  accept  and  use 
with  enjoyment  what  God  gives  them,  ever  conscious  that  the  quality  of 
life  depends  on  how  it  is  lived: 

I  know  that  there  is  nothing  better 

than  to  be  joyful 

and  get  the  most  out  of  life. 

Whenever  a  man  eats  and  drinks 
and  gets  satisfaction  from  all  his  toil 
it  is  a  gift  from  God.  (Eccles  3:  12  f) 

Go  ahead  and  eat  your  bread  with  pleasure 
and  drink  your  wine  with  gladness; 
since  before  you  ever  do  them 
God  looks  with  favor 
on  these  activities  of  yours.  (Eccles  9:  7) 

Experience  life  to  the  full 
with  the  wife  whom  you  love 
all  the  days  of  your  fleeting  life 
which  he  has  given  you  under  the  sun; 
for  that  is  your  destined  reward  from  life 
and  from  the  toil  in  which  you  engage 
under  the  sun.  (Eccles  9:  9)12 

Qoheleth  was  advocating  neither  seeking  pleasure  for  its  own  sake  nor 
trying  to  satisfy  oneself  with  physical  or  material  things.  His  own  experi¬ 
ments  had  shown  him  that  this  is  folly  (2:  1-11).  Here  he  gives  his  mature 
view  that  the  wise  man  balances  active  participation  in  life  with  an  appre¬ 
ciation  of  its  immediately  apprehended,  and  transitory,  goodness.  Qoheleth, 
it  seems,  had  learned  to  accommodate  himself  to  the  limits  of  the  range  of 
action  and  time  allotted  him  by  God,  within  which  he  found  the  best  advice 
to  be,  “Take  part  energetically  in  everything  you  find  to  do”  (9:  10).  Echoes 
of  this  perspective  are  heard  in  the  New  Testament. 


Qoheleth’s  Perspective  Seen  in  the  New  Testament 

The  New  Testament  reflects  eager  expectancy  of  the  day  of  the  Lord. 
Writer  after  writer  reminds  his  audience  that  the  eschaton  looms  on  the 
horizon  of  history.13  While  the  eschatological  passages  of  the  New  Testament 
fail  to  agree  on  the  precise  nature  and  sequence  of  all  the  components  con¬ 
nected  with  the  one  great  event — the  eschaton — they  apparently  expected 
that  Christ  would  return  and  gather  his  own,  both  those  then  still  living 
and  those  who  had  died  (1  Cor  15:  23,  24,  51,  52;  1  Thess  4:  13-17;  Rev  20: 
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4;  Mk  13:  26,  27;  Acts  1:  11).  The  ordinary  course  of  history  would  be  in¬ 
terrupted  by  divine  intervention,  and  a  new  order  would  begin  (2  Pet  3: 
10-13  f). 

In  view  of  the  anticipated  shortness  of  time  left  before  the  eschaton,  and 
the  futility  of  human  efforts  to  perpetuate  business  as  usual  in  the  face  of 
the  coming  radical  change,  what  did  the  present  have  to  offer  the  Christian 
of  the  first  century  ?  Passing  years  quickly  brought  about  positive  answers 
to  that  question. 

THE  RISEN  CHRIST  DWELLS  IN  HIS  BELIEVERS 

Without  ever  giving  up  hope  for  the  future  great  day  of  the  Lord,  the  New 
Testament  points  to  an  immediate  fellowship  with  Christ  here  and  now: 

For  where  two  or  three 
come  together 
invoking  my  name 
I  am  there 

among  them.  (Mt  18:  20) 

The  same  thought  occurs  at  the  end  of  the  first  Gospel: 

Go  then  and  make  disciples 
of  all  the  nations  .  .  . 

And  hear  this  I 
I  am  with  you 
through  all  the  days 

until  the  end  of  the  world.  (Mt  28:  19,  20) 

The  gospel  of  John  places  in  the  context  of  the  discourse  at  the  Last  Supper 
Christ’s  assurance  that  after  his  death  he  will  return  to  his  disciples  while 
they  are  still  on  earth: 

I  will  not  abandon  you 
like  orphans; 

I  will  come  to  you. 

Just  a  little  while  longer 

and  the  world  will  see  me  no  more, 

but  you  will  see  me 

because  I  am  alive 

and  you  will  be  alive. 

At  that  time  you  will  realize 
that  I  am  in  my  father 
and  you  are  in  me 
and  I  am  in  you  .  .  . 

He  who  loves  me 
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will  be  loved  by  my  father, 
and  I  will  love  him 

and  show  myself  to  him.  (Jn  14:  18-21) 

BELIEVERS  NOW  ENJOY  FRUITS  OF  THE  SPIRIT 

So  evident  is  this  fact  to  the  writers  of  the  New  Testament  that  it  is  men¬ 
tioned  here  briefly  because  proof  is  hardly  necessary.  It  has,  however, 
great  importance  for  our  line  of  thought. 

In  Acts,  the  Spirit  is  given  at  baptism  (Acts  2:  38)  and  by  the  laying 
on  of  hands  (Acts  8:  14-17;  9:  17).  Paul,  who  did  not  always  keep  clear 
the  distinction  between  the  risen  Lord  and  the  Spirit  (2  Cor  3:  17;  Rom 
8:  2),  at  one  point  lists  this  inventory: 

The  fruit  of  the  Spirit  is:  love,  joy,  peace, 

patience,  generosity,  goodness, 

faith,  humility,  self-control.  (Gal  5:  22  f) 

Indeed,  the  gifts  of  the  Spirit  proved  to  be  something  of  an  embarrassment 
of  riches  to  the  Corinthians,  to  whom  Paul  had  to  send  rather  lengthy  in¬ 
structions  concerning  the  proper  attitude  toward  them  (e.g.,  1  Cor  12). 

A  WEALTH  OF  SHARED  RELATIONSHIPS  AND  POSSESSIONS  OPEN  TO 
BELIEVERS 

The  book  of  Acts  reports  that: 

all  the  believers 

stuck  together 

and  shared  everything; 

they  sold  both  their  livestock 

and  their  goods 

and  made  distribution 

to  each  according  to  his  need.  (Acts  2:  44,  45)14 

This  practice  of  togetherness  and  sharing  evidently  lies  back  of  a  striking 
speech  of  Jesus  to  Peter  in  the  gospel  of  Mark.  After  Peter  had  pointed  out 
that  the  disciples  had  given  up  everything  to  follow  him,  Jesus  replied: 

There  is  no  one  who  has  left  home 
or  brothers  or  sisters 
or  mother  or  father  or  children 
or  fields 

on  account  of  me  and  the  gospel 
without  getting  back 
a  hundred  times  over 
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in  this  present  time 
homes 

and  brothers  and  sisters 
and  mothers  and  children 
and  fields 

— with  persecutions — 
and  in  the  world  to  come, 
eternal  life.  (Mk  10:  29  f) 

While  much  more  could  be  said  on  the  subject  of  what  was  immediately 
available  to  Christians  in  the  interim  between  the  first  and  second  comings 
of  Christ,  what  has  been  adduced  suffices,  I  hope,  to  make  clear  that  what 
distinguished  the  Christian  from  the  nonbeliever  was  not  just  resurrection 
faith  and  a  future  orientation  connected  with  that  faith  but  a  very  present 
difference  in  the  quality  of  life  experiences*  The  Christian  already  enjoyed 
fellowship  with  his  risen  Lord;  he  possessed,  at  least  potentially,  charismatic 
gifts;  and  he  lived  in  a  support  system  of  family  concern  that  included  both 
his  bodily  needs  and  his  emotional  needs. 

To  put  the  situation  in  another  way,  the  Christian  was  already  living  by, 
and  participating  in,  the  values  of  eternity.  He  did  not  need  to  wait  or 
to  deprive  himself  of  what  mattered  most  to  him.  Qualitatively,  he  already 
had  eternal  life  (Jn  5:  24;  14:  6;  17:  3).  His  present  relationships — with 
Christ,  the  Spirit,  and  the  community — were,  indeed,  established  in  this 
worldly  sphere,  but  partook  of  eternal  values  and  were  of  infinite  worth. 

The  second  perspective  of  Qoheleth,  then,  reappears  in  the  New  Testa¬ 
ment.  The  Christian  awaiting  the  eschaton  already  lived  in  eternity,  but 
in  such  a  way  that  he  experienced  it  within  the  limits  God  has  drawn.  He 
could  strike  a  balance  between  engagement  in  present  activities  and  his 
hope  for  the  future.  The  need  of  such  a  perspective  remains  to  this  day. 

Notes 
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cally  well-balanced  discussion  of  the  subject  of  what  lies  beyond  the  grave  in  OT  thinking 
appears  in  H.  H.  Rowley,  The  Faith  of  Israel  (London:  SCM  Press,  1956);  see  especially 
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O  God  1  if  I  worship  Thee  in  fear  of  Hell, 
burn  me  in  Hell; 

and  if  I  worship  Thee  in  hope  of  Paradise, 
exclude  me  from  Paradise; 
but  if  I  worship  Thee  for  Thine  own  sake, 
withhold  not  Thine  Everlasting  Beauty  l1 

Worship,  particularly  when  viewed  as  the  expression  of  a  heart  over¬ 
flowing  with  the  love  of  God,  has  been  praised  in  virtually  all  religious 
traditions.  In  the  Hebrew-derived  traditions — Jewish,  Christian,  Muslim — 
the  caveat  of  the  Q  Document  is  echoed  again  and  again:  “You  shall  worship 
the  Lord  your  God,  and  him  only  shall  you  serve.”2  Hence  there  is  an  in¬ 
stinctive  positive  reponse  to  this  sufi  lady’s  prayer  with  its  evident  sincerity. 
Instinctive  reactions  can,  nonetheless,  be  misleading. 

In  the  cultures  in  which  many  of  us  have  been  reared,  propriety  and 
good  taste  dictate  that  a  good  person  will  profess  a  belief  in  God,  worship 
him  regularly  in  church  or  synagogue,  and  lead  a  moral  life.  Of  those  who 
conform  to  this  minimum  standard,  few  questions  are  asked;  those  who 
depart  from  any  portion  Of  it  will  find  little  reckoned  to  their  credit.  When 
support  for  this  popular  notion  is  sought  in  the  Bible,  however,  few  pas¬ 
sages  appear  to  echo  the  oft-repeated  injunction,  “Bow  the  knee  and  become 
religious.” 

The  first  element  of  the  standard  may  have  little  religious  importance, 
as  the  author  of  the  Epistle  of  James  clearly  perceived — “You  believe  that 
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God  is  one;  you  do  well.  Even  the  demons  believe — and  shudder”  (Jas 
2:  19) — suggesting  that  belief  in  God  per  se  does  not  mark  one  as  necessarily 
better  than  a  demon.  Throughout  the  Bible,  faith,  not  simple  belief,  is 
emphasized;  and  faith  and  belief  can  never  be  equated.  Faith  is  the  opposite 
of  unconcern,  not  of  disbelief.  Disbelief  is  the  opposite  of  belief,  yet  faith 
embraces  both.  This  point  is  rarely  appreciated  by  those  who,  with  their 
security  slipping  from  them,  ask,  “But  you  do  believe  in  God,  don’t  you  ?” 
A  bland  “yes”  that  considers  the  implications  of  neither  the  term  “God”  nor 
the  term  “believe”  reassures  them;  a  thoughtful  response,  seeking  more  pre¬ 
cise  content  for  either  term,  frequently  proves  unnerving. 

The  third  element  in  the  series  may  be  largely  a  product  of  community 
judgment,  inasmuch  as  “moral”  must  be  understood  at  least  in  terms  of 
its  etymology— from  mos ,  moris  (“manner,  custom,  habit”).  So-called 
“moral”  behavior  can  hide  a  heart  of  stone,  and  the  prophets  of  Israel 
habitually  directed  their  barbs  not  against  the  ungodly  but  against  the  prac¬ 
titioners  of  conventional  religion  and  morality  (cf  Amos  4:  1-6;  5:  21-27; 
Jer  7).  The  middle  third  of  the  conventional  description,  however,  is  the 
focus  of  this  paper:  the  worship  of  God  and  its  correlate,  the  prohibition 
of  the  worship  of  idols. 

Professor  Myers,  to  whom  this  volume  of  essays  is  being  offered,  de¬ 
lighted  in  challenging  many  current  views.  Shibboleth  after  shibboleth 
came  under  his  prophetic  scrutiny.  This  essay  therefore  attempts  to  apply 
some  of  the  same  rigor— although  not  necessarily  at  all  the  same  beliefs— 
to  the  criticism  of  popular  views  of  belief,  worship,  and  morality  as  the 
essence  of  man’s  duty  before  the  Almighty. 


Worship:  Value  Structure  and  Deference 

Current  English  usage  tends  to  equate  worship  with  an  attitude  or  feeling. 
Friedrich  Schleiermacher’s  speech  on  “The  Nature  of  Religion”  turned  on 
“perception,  feeling  and  activity,”3  and  his  stress  on  the  internal  nature  of 
the  religious  experience  has  profoundly  influenced  our  religious  legacy .  Dic¬ 
tionary  definitions  of  the  word  “worship”  stress  such  synonyms  as  “honor,” 
“intense  love,”  “admiration,”  and  the  like,  linking  it  with  words  like  “awe” 
and  “adoration.”  Its  etymology,  however,  is  via  Middle  English  worschip , 
from  Anglo-Saxon  weorihscipe ,  clearly  expressing  a  value  judgment.  Any 
object  of  worship  must  therefore  appear  higher  on  an  individual’s  scale  of 
values  than  some  object  that  is  not  worshiped.  Worship  then  implies  a 
commitment  to  what  is  regarded  as  of  highest  value.  In  this  sense,  everyone 
worships  if  he  has  ever  taken  the  trouble  to  reject  a  lower  value  for  a  higher 
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one.  Whether  it  accords  with  any  conventional  definition  or  not,  whatever 
a  person  will  sacrifice  all  other  values  for  is  his  God. 

Thus  it  would  seem  appropriate  to  urge  that  only  what  is  truly  God  he 
worshiped  and,  as  the  sufi  lady  sang,  for  his  own  sake,  not  for  fear  of  hell 
or  for  hope  of  paradise;  for  either  of  these  would  make  hell  or  pardise  of 
greater  “worth”  than  God,  and  hence  the  object  of  worship.  The  religious 
question,  according  to  H.  N.  Wieman,  then  emerges:  “What  ultimate  com¬ 
mitment  will  deliver  me  from  the  false  and  superficial  level  of  life  and  enable 
me  to  live  myself  out  to  the  full  with  whatever  struggle  and  suffering  and 
courage  and  ecstasy  this  may  involve?”  But  that  such  commitment  implies 
anything  like  a  conventional  “belief  in  God”  was  refuted  by  Wieman,  who 
went  on  to  say:  “The  word  ‘God’  is  irrelevant  to  the  religious  problem  un- 
less  the  word  is  used  to  refer  to  whatever  in  truth 'operates  to  save  man  from 
evil  and  to  the  greater  good  no  matter  how  much  this  operating  reality  may 
differ  from  all  traditional  beliefs  about  it”*  Hence,  the  highest  value  one 
knows  is  his  object  of  worship,  and  if  it  is  a  matter  of  ultimate  concern, 
that  object  is  his  god.5 

BODILY  POSTURE 

To  understand  worship  either  as  an  emotional  state  or  as  commitment  to 
a  value  structure  reflects  an  interiorization  and  modernization  never  impli¬ 
cit  in  ancient  forms,  despite  the  Anglo-Saxon  derived  meaning  of  the  word 
in  English.  Outside  the  Anglo-Saxon  tradition,  a  different  usage  appears. 
In  Zen  Buddhism,  for  example,  the  normal  word  corresponding  to  “worship” 
is  a  verb  meaning  simply  “to  sit.”  In  Hindu  meditative  practices,  the  word 
used  means  “to  sit  down  to.”  When  we  divorce  our  thinking  from  the  inte¬ 
riorization  that  characterizes  much  of  modern  religious  thought,  worship 
shows  itself  as  something  done  far  more  than  as  something  felt,  thought, 
or  valued.  When,  for  example,  a  Japanese  worshiper  presents  himself  before 
a  Shinto  shrine,  he  first  washes  his  hands  in  a  prescribed  manner  and  then 
stands  before  the  shrine’s  closed  doors,  bowing  his  head  and  clapping  his 
hands.  What  does  it  stand  for?  “Clap  !  Clap  !”  That’s  what  it  stands  for; 
that’s  what  it  is. 

The  “service”  of  worship  is  again  something  done,  typically  as  a  dramatic 
representation  of  an  archetypal  event,  presented  as  a  perpetual  da  capo 
to  re-present  the  saving  event  being  recalled.6  The  service  is  neither  mere 
history  nor  mere  drama;  it  is  a  dramatic  remembrance,  recollection,  or 
reminder  ( anamnesis ).  Costume  and  mask  play  their  roles,  abstracting  the 
officiant  so  that  only  “the  minister”  or  “the  priest”  remains.  As  the  assigned 
roles  of  the  liturgy  are  acted  out,  the  personalities  of  the  worshiper  and  the 
officiant  are  sublimated  to  the  powers  they  represent. 
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In  the  Hebrew  scriptures,  which  are  the  special  concern  of  this  essay, 
only  three  words  are  commonly  rendered  into  English  as  “worship.”  In 
connection  with  the  “worship”  of  the  Queen  of  Heaven,  Jeremiah  (44: 19)  uses 
*asab  (“pained,  grieved,  thwarted,”  by  extension  “to  worship”),  but  this 
may  be  a  spurious  reading,  and  it  is  omitted  in  the  RSV.  In  Daniel,  the 
word  is  typically  sagad,  with  le  (“fall  down,”  “prostrate”).  But  the  most 
important  term  is  So/ioA  (“bow  down”),  implying  a  usage  similar  to  the  es¬ 
sential  meaning  of  “worship”  in  other  Eastern  spiritual  systems.  Sofyoh  is 
something  done,  whether  felt  or  not.  It  need  not  be  used  with  an  object. 

When  Gideon  heard  the  telling  of  the  dream  and  its  interpretation  [i.e., 
of  the  tent  destroyed  by  the  barley  cake],  he  worshiped.  (Judg  7:  15) 

[After  receiving  news  of  the  destruction  of  his  family]  Job  arose,  and  rent 
his  robe,  and  shaved  his  head,  and  fell  on  the  ground,  and  worshiped, 
(Job  1:  20) 

And  Moses  made  haste  to  bow  his  head  toward  the  earth,  and  worshiped. 
(Ex  34:  8) 

The  whole  assembly  worshiped.  .  .  .  And  they  sang  praises  with  gladness, 
and  they  bowed  down  and  worshiped.  (2  Chron  29:  28,  30) 

When  the  word  does  have  specific  reference,  God  or  YHWH  is  not  normally 
the  object,  although  the  Second  Isaiah  foretells  the  “worship”  of  YHWH’s 
suffering  servant  (Is  49:  7);  however,  the  real  meaning  of  this  passage  is 
the  vision  of  other  nations  bowing  low  before  Israel. 

The  act  of  worship  (bowing)  is  an  automatic  response  in  the  presence  of 
power,  or  else  it  is  an  auspicious  act  performed  for  its  own  sake.  After  the 
death  of  David’s  first  child  by  Bathsheba,  following  a  period  of  fasting  and 
intercession, 

David  arose  from  the  earth,  and  washed,  and  anointed  himself,  and  changed 
his  clothes;  and  he  went  into  the  house  of  YHWH,  and  worshiped;  he  then 
went  to  his  own  house.  (2  Sam  12:  20) 

When  Naaman  was  to  be  cured  of  his  leprosy,  he  also  worshiped,  without 
the  specification  of  any  object  of  the  verb  (2  Kings  5:  18);  when  a  wife  was 
finally  found  for  Isaac,  “the  man  bowed  his  head  and  worshiped  YHWH” 
(Gen  24:  26 — J);  and  when  Samuel  and  Saul  split  over  Saul’s  failure  to  an¬ 
nihilate  all  the  Amalakites,  “Saul  worshiped  YHWH”  (1  Sam  15:  31).  These 
last  two  instances  would  seem  to  negate  our  principles,  but  closer  inspection 
shows  that  in  both  cases  the  construction  of  the  Hebrew  sentence  is  literally, 
“worship  toward  YHWH.”  The  parallelism  expressed  in  “bow  the  head 
and  worship”  confirms  the  meaning  (cf  Ex  4:  31;  12:  27),  and  the  conception 
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of  worship  as  an  important  act  to  be  pursued  in  its  own  right  can  be  seen 
in  such  an  illustration  as  the  case  of  Abraham,  who  “said  to  his  young  man, 
‘Stay  here  with  the  ass;  I  and  the  lad  [Isaac]  will  go  yonder  and  worship*” 
(Gen  22:  5 — E).  In  the  temple  and  out  of  it,  worship  implies  primarily  a 
prostration,  a  bowing.  Elkanah,  father  of  Samuel,  went  up  to  the  temple 
to  worship  and  sacrifice  (1  Sam  1 :  3),  and  Samuel  himself  worshiped  before 
YHWH  in  the  Temple  (1  Sam  1:  19,  28).  The  theophany  to  Joshua  may  be 
as  instructive  an  incident  as  any.  While  reconnoitering  Jericho  before  the 
siege,  Joshua  met  the  commander  of  YHWH’s  army  in  a  vision,  “and  Joshua 
fell  on  his  face  to  the  earth,  and  worshiped,  and  said  to  him,  ‘What  does 
my  lord  bid  his  servant?’  And  the  commander  of  YHWH’s  army  said 
to  Joshua,  ‘Put  off  your  shoes  from  your  feet.  *”  (Josh  5:  14;  cf  Num  22:  22 
and  2  Kings  6:  17.) 

DEFERENCE 

On  the  other  hand,  the  act  of  worship,  Sohoh ,  may  have  an  external  reference 
because  it  is  usually  performed  with  reference  to  the  presence  of  power  be¬ 
fore  which  man  defers.  When  cultic  worship  is  performed,  worshiper  and 
priest  are  both  depersonalized,  and  the  act  itself  becomes  the  bearer  of  power 
and  the  reintegrator  of  life: 

...  in  the  cult  the  actual  agent  is  not  man  nor  the  human  community, 
but  sacred  Power,  whether  this  is  merely  the  sacred  common  element  or 
a  sacred  will.  In  worship,  therefore,  “to  do,”  “to  act,”  is  always  sacramen¬ 
tal.  Something  different  and  something  more  is  done  than  what  is  actually 
performed:  things  are  manipulated  to  which  man  himself  is  not  superior; 
he  stands  within  a  sacred  activity  and  not  above  this.  He  does  not  govern, 
that  is  to  say,  but  serves.7 

A  worshiper  at  shrine,  mosque,  church,  or  temple  may  be  as  little  aware 
of  the  nuances  of  theology  as  a  native  speaker  cares  about  the  fine  points 
of  grammar.  Nonetheless,  he  feels  compelled  to  practice  his  devotion  in 
certain  prescribed  ways  that  show  due  deference  to  the  object  of  his  faith: 
to  bow,  to  prostrate,  to  gaze,  perhaps  to  touch,  to  kiss,  or  to  share  food  or 
drink.  On  a  sophisticated  level,  intellectual  assent  or  understanding  of 
what  is  being  done  may  be  expected,  but  the  actions  themselves  are  not  so 
much  expressions  of  value  structures  as  they  are  the  spontaneous,  physical 
expressions  of  the  urge  to  do  something  in  the  presence  of  power,  either  to 
submit  to  it  or  to  appropriate  it.  Power  is  apprehended  in  many  ways. 
Stephen  did  mighty  works  because  the  power  of  God  was  poured  out  on 
him  (Acts  6:  8),  and  Peter,  likewise  full  of  the  power  of  God,  caused  a  lame 
man  to  walk  (Acts  3:  6).  By  deferring  before  the  power,  the  worshiper  may 
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lay  claim  to  it  Hence,  in  classical  Roman  Catholic  theology,  grace  is  a 
measurable  substance  that  can  be  dispensed  by  the  Church.  A  benediction 
is  not  merely  sweet  words — nor  is  a  malediction  simply  an  insult — but  the 
conveyance  of  power,  the  power  of  God,  for  good  or  for  ill. 

All  these  ideas  are  present  in  the  Bible  in  some  measure,  and  herein  its 
universal  character  is  revealed.  But  the  distinctive  features  of  the  Bible 
appear  when  it  is  seen  that  these  universal  ideas  are  not  controlling.  Man 
deferring  before  God  seeks  to  be  either  his  slave  or  his  master,  for  deference 
can  be  a  form  of  control  fully  as  much  as  a  form  of  submission.  Certainly 
the  Bible  contains  its  share  of  men  who  have  attempted  to  be  God's  masters 
as  well  as  those  who  have  groveled  before  him,  but  the  dominant  note 
throughout  Hebrew  scriptures  is  the  presentation  of  man  neither  as  God's 
master  nor  as  God's  slave  but  as  God's  interpreter: 

When  the  prophets  discovered  the  living  God,  they  discovered  at  the  same 
time  the  life  of  man  as  a  free,  responsible,  human  person.  .  .  .  The  prophet 
is  one  who  stands  in  God's  presence,  and  having  listened  to  him,  speaks  to 
man  on  his  behalf.8 

No  Gods  Before  YHWH 

When  Muhammad  proclaimed,  “There  is  no  god  [al  lah]  except  God  [Allah]” 
he  was  scarcely  more  insistent  than  the  Deuteronomist  who  phrased  the 
first  Commandment  as  “You  shall  have  no  other  gods  before  me  [lit.  ‘face’ 
or  'presence’]”  (Deut  5:  7).  This  verse  and  those  that  follow  deserve  care¬ 
ful  reading.  The  commandment  is  “You  shall  have  no  other  gods”  except 
YHWH,  and  “You  shall  not  make  for  yourself  a  graven  image  .  .  .”  and 
“you  shall  not  bow  down  [&)£oh]  to  them”  (Deut  5:  8,  9).  Significantly,  the 
word  for  “worship”  is  bracketed  with  idols  and  not  with  YHWH.  Also,  the 
command  concerning  YHWH  is  a  prohibition,  something  not  to  be  done 
before  his  face,  not  a  demand  that  something  be  done. 

NOT  TO  BOW  DOWN  TO  THEM 

Hebrew  scriptures  say  little  about  worshiping  before  God,  and  even  less 
about  “worshiping  God,”  but  they  are  unequivocal  in  prohibiting  the  wor- 
4  ship  of  anything  that  is  not  God.  The  horror  of  making  a  gesture  of  obeisance 
to  anything  that  is  not  God  obsesses  many  biblical  writers. 

According  to  the  Deuteronomist,  the  cardinal  sin  was  the  worship  of  false 
gods.  His  strictures  are  well  known: 

If  you  forget  YHWH  your  God  and  go  after  other  gods  and  serve  them 
and  worship  them,  I  solemnly  warn  you  this  day  that  you  shall  surely 
perish.  (Deut  8:  19) 
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Take  heed  lest  your  heart  be  deceived,  and  serve  other  gods  and  worship 
them.  (Deut  11:  16) 

But  if  .  .  .  you  will  not  hear,  but  are  drawn  away  to  worship  other  gods 
and  serve  them,  1  declare  to  you  this  day  that  you  shall  perish.  (Deut 
30:  17-18) 

And  there  is  the  unequivocal,  ringing  statement  of  the  Decalog: 

You  shall  have  no  other  gods  before  me  [lit.  “before  my  face”].  You  shall 
not  make  for  yourself  a  graven  image,  or  any  likeness  of  anything  that  is 
in  heaven  above,  or  that  is  on  the  earth  beneath,  or  that  is  in  the  water 
under  the  earth;  you  shall  not  bow  down  to  them  or  serve  them;  for  I 
YHWH  your  God  am  a  jealous  God.  .  .  .  (Deut  5:  7-9) 

Deut  17:  3  and  29:  26  also  warn  against  serving  and  worshiping  alien  gods. 
Deuteronomic  literature  abounds  in  such  strictures  (cf  1  Kings  9:  6;  9:  9; 
11:  33;  16:  31;  22:  53;  and  parallel  material  in  2  Chron  7:  19,  22;  32:  12). 
Even  the  book  of  Jeremiah  contains  an  indictment  that  must  have  come 
originally  from  deuteronomic  circles  (Jer  16:  11). 

But  to  what  were  the  Deuteronomists  objecting?  Were  they  conducting 
a  kind  of  celestial  beauty  contest,  propagandizing  for  the  worship  of  their 
favorite  deity,  YHWH,  instead  of  the  god  Ba'al  of  their  Canaanite  neigh¬ 
bors  ?  Not  really.  The  commandment  not  to  worship  Ba‘al  is  not  equivalent 
to  the  command  to  worship  YHWH;  two  entirely  different  frames  of  ref¬ 
erences  are  involved.  From  the  days  of  Elijah,  it  was  no  longer  possible 
for  any  thinking  person  in  the  mainstream  of  Hebrew  tradition  to  equate 
YHWH  with  the  forces  of  nature  on  which  the  life  of  the  world  depends. 
On  Mount  Horeb,  Elijah  was  confronted  by  an  earthquake,  wind,  and  a 
fire,  but  YHWH  was  not  in  them  (1  Kings  19).  These  mighty  manifestations 
of  nature  were  followed  by  a  “still  small  voice,”  and,  contrary  to  popular 
exegeses  of  this  verse,  YHWH  was  not  in  the  voice  either.  When  the  pheno¬ 
mena  of  nature  were  silenced,  Elijah  became  conscious  of  the  presence  of 
the  living  God — a  God  whose  life  is  in  no  way  dependent  upon  the  world 
in  which  he  works,  who  can  be  neither  represented  nor  worshiped  in  any 
of  the  conventional  ways  common  to  human  religions. 

This  scene  marks  the  turning  point  in  Israel’s  religion,  a  clear  expression 
of  the  otherness  of  God.  A  confrontation  of  the  living  God  does  not  call 
for  contemplation  but  for  hearing  his  voice  and  obeying.  No  wonder  the 
deuteronomic  editor  saw  in  Elijah’s  experience  a  parallel  to  that  of  Moses, 
the  great  leader  whose  faithful  obedience  and  courageous  faith  gave  birth 
to  the  community  of  Israel.  Moses’  obedience  was  given  a  new  significance 
by  this  action  of  Elijah.  Other  prophets  followed.  Isaiah  taunts  him  who 
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worships  the  work  of  his  own  hands  (Is  2:  8),  and  promises  that  in  the  days 
of  righteousness  to  come  “men  will  cast  forth  their  idols  of  silver  and  their 
idols  of  gold,  which  they  made  for  themselves  to  worship”  (Is  2:  20).  Jere¬ 
miah  condemns  the  worship  of  the  work  of  one’s  own  hands  (Jer  1:  16), 
warning  those  who  “go  after  other  gods  to  serve  and  worship  them”  (Jer 
13:  10;  25:  6;  cf  22:  9).  Micah  sees  a  day  when  man  shall  no  longer  bow 
down  to  images  (Mic  5:  13),  and  the  Second  Isaiah  sets  forth  the  ludicrous 
situation  of  a  goldsmith  making  a  god  and  then  falling  down  and  worshiping 
it  (Is  46:  6). 

Not  only  do  biblical  writers  condemn  the  worship  of  man-made  objects, 
including  Aaron’s  golden  calf  (Ex  32:  21-35;  cf  also  Ps  106:  19-22),  special 
venom  is  reserved  for  the  worship  of  heavenly  objects.  The  fall  of  Samaria 
came  about,  so  they  said,  “because  they  worshiped  the  hosts  of  heaven” 
(2  Kings  17:  16-18)  and,  possibly  in  reaction  to  Manasseh’s  worship  of  the 
hosts  of  heaven  (2  Kings  21 :  9,  21),  Deuteronomy  contains  stern  prohibitions, 
saying  of  the  stars,  they  are  “things  which  YHWH  your  God  has  allotted 
to  all  the  peoples  under  the  whole  heaven”  (Deut  4:  19).  Against  the  wor¬ 
ship  of  anything  in  the  heavens  above  (cf  2  Chron  33:  3;  Jer  8:  2;  Ezek 
8:  16),  it  is  urged,  “You  shall  worship  no  other  god,  for  YHWH,  whose  name 
is  Jealous,  is  a  jealous  God”  (Ex  34:  14 — J). 

Deuteronomy  and  many  other  books  of  the  Hebrew  scriptures  breathe 
a  spirit  of  confidence,  but  in  the  face  of  such  certainty,  some  questions  in¬ 
trude.  That  most  of  the  writers  whose  works  are  preserved  in  the  Old 
Testament  consistently  oppose  idolatry,  who  can  deny?  That  they  under¬ 
stood  what  they  were  condemning,  who  can  confidently  affirm  ?  That  they 
really  practiced  what  they  preached,  who,  in  the  face  of  the  evidence,  can 
convincingly  demonstrate?9 

The  first  of  these  caveats  is  obvious.  Deuteronomy  speaks  for  the  domi¬ 
nant  community  when  it  legislates: 

If  a  prophet  arises  among  you,  or  a  dreamer  of  dreams,  and  gives  you  a 
sign  or  a  wonder,  and  the  sign  or  wonder  which  he  tells  you  comes  to  pass, 
and  if  he  says,  “Let  us  go  after  other  gods,”  which  you  have  not  known, 
“and  let  us  serve  them,”  you  shall  not  listen  to  the  words  of  that  prophet 
or  that  dreamer  of  dreams.  .  .  .  But  that  prophet  or  that  dreamer  of  dreams 
shall  be  put  to  death,  because  he  has  taught  rebellion  against  YHWH  your 
God,  who  brought  you  out  of  the  land  of  Egypt,  and  redeemed  you  out  of 
the  house  of  bondage.  .  .  .  (Deut  13:  1-5) 

Such  severe  penalties  may  indicate  widespread  disregard  of  this  principle 
in  non-deuteronomic  circles.  That  the  Deuteronomists  understood  what 
they  were  condemning  or  that  they  lived  consistently  with  their  preaching 
is  not  so  easy  to  demonstrate. 
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A  basic  question  emerges:  What,  then,  is  an  idol?  Without  raising  this 
question  to  a  larger  frame  of  reference,  answer  is  impossible.  Collectively, 
the  god-figures  of  the  world  project  into  a  cosmic  setting  man’s  search  for 
salvation — that  is,  the  transformation  of  his  existence.  The  salvation  sought 
for  is  usually  presented  in  the  recollection  ( anamnesis )  of  a  narrative  (Ge- 
schichte)  which  depicts  the  life  of  the  gods.  Functionally,  gods — whether  in 
India,  Greece,  Canaan,  or  Israel — are  not  so  much  independent  entities  as 
they  are  projections  of  man’s  search  for  significance  and  meaning.  An  idol, 
Erich  Fromm  notes,  “represents  the  object  of  man’s  central  passion:  the 
desire  to  return  to  the  soil-mother,  the  craving  for  possession,  power,  fame, 
and  so  forth.”10  The  idol,  then,  is  the  reification  or  objectification  of  our 
basic  needs,  the  consecration  of  a  portion  of  human  power  and  human 
value. 

That  is  to  say,  an  idol  exists  in  order  to  be  worshiped  because  it  functions 
precisly  as  the  projection  of  a  value,  a  weorth .  Contrary  to  the  too-limited 
perception  of  deuteronomic  books,  idols  are  not  things.  They  are  not 
objects  that  represent  deities,  nor  are  deities  identical  with  the  objects. 
Idols  represent  unifying  forces  around  which  life  can  be  structured,  and  by 
offering  a  symbolic  sacrifice,  one  is  saying  of  the  value  represented  by  the 
idol,  “This  is  worth  more  than  that.”  Idols  are  not  things,  and  idolatry  is 
not  belief — at  least  not  in  any  simple  sense.  The  idol  is  valorization  of  a 
portion  of  human  power  and  of  humanity’s  basic  drives;  idolatry  is  a  means 
of  living  harmoniously  with  that  power  and  exploiting  it  to  serve  human 
ends. 

What  are  some  of  these  basics?  The  need  for  food  and  shelter  and,  in 
most  climates,  clothing.  The  need  for  satisfying  human  relations,  including 
meaningful  sexual  union.  The  drive  for  power,  including  accumulation  of 
possessions  and  power  over  other  people.  Indeed,  the  list  is  endless,  for 
veneration  of  idols  is  veneration  of  certain  means  of  obtaining  whatever  is 
designated  as  the  good  life,  including  the  nation-state,  the  flag — a  totemic 
emblem — ideals  of  economics,  or  even  particularly  strong  attitudes  about 
the  proper  length  of  skirts  or  hair. 

There  are  positive  values  associated  with  the  worship  of  idols,  and  Old 
Testament  writers  did  not  always  realize  that  they  had  fallen  prey  to  the 
same  tendencies  they  fought  vigorously  to  avoid.  Because  they  misread 
what  they  were  condemning,  considering  the  idol  itself  as  a  god,  the  Deuter- 
onomist  isolated  himself  from  the  thought  world  about  him.  Yet,  no  biblical 
writer  could  deny  human  nature.  Man  must  consecrate  his  powers,  and 
it  may  be  argued  that  it  is  healthier  to  recognize  certain  basic  drives  and 
venerate  them  intelligently  than  to  suppress  them.  “More  than  one  hundred 
years  ago,”  Richard  Rubenstein  writes, 
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Heine  warned  that  the  rejected  gods  of  the  Teutons  slumbered  but  had 
not  died.  When  Thor  awoke  with  his  mighty  hammer,  there  would  be 
played  out  on  the  European  scene  a  catastrophe  which  would  make  the 
French  Revolution  seem  like  child's  play.  We  have  lived  through  that 
drama.  The  grandeur  of  the  Torah  is  that  it  never  permitted  a  comparable 
split  within  the  Jewish  psyche.  The  priests  of  ancient  Israel  wisely  never 
suffered  Jahweh  entirely  to  win  his  war  with  Baal,  Astarte  and  Anath. 
That  is  why  Jews  were  never  Puritans,  cut  off  from  their  inner  life  and  the 
powers  of  the  earth  which  engendered  it.  Paganism  was  transformed,  but 
not  entirely  done  away  with  in  Judaism.  In  the  redemption  of  the  first 
born  son  ...  for  example,  the  murderous  quality  of  paganism  was  deflected, 
but  its  essential  insight  into  the  hostility  between  the  generations  was 
retained.  ...  In  the  twentieth  century,  we  have  learned  much  concerning 
the  futility  of  repression  in  personal  matters.  The  Torah  instinctively  and 
intuitively  understood  this  long  ago  in  religious  matters  ....  It  understood 
the  paradoxical  truth  that  one  can  best  overcome  atavisms  and  primitiv¬ 
isms,  in  so  far  as  they  are  destructive,  by  acknowledging  their  full  potency 
and  attractiveness  and  channeling  their  expression  to  eliminate  their  harm.11 

Biblical  literature,  then,  seems  ambivalent  in  that  in  the  midst  of  its 
harsh  condemnation  of  idols,  it  does  not  entirely  do  away  with  idolatry — 
indeed,  the  Bible  itself  is  a  kind  of  idol — but  it  warns  over  and  over  against 
the  absolutizing  of  a  relative.  This  is  what  is  meant  by  the  prohibition 
against  bowing  down  to  that  which  is  not  God.  “You  shall  have  no  other 
gods.  .  . .  You  shall  not  make  a  graven  image.  .  .  .  You  shall  not  bow 
down”  to  what  is  not  an  object  of  ultimate  concern  (Deut  5:  8,  9).  Jewish 
rituals,  as  they  were  later  formulated,  reacted  to  the  tragic  existence  man 
experiences  as  he  is  caught  up  in  the  swirl  of  the  world’s  uncontrollable 
powers.  By  subconsciously  incorporating  some  of  the  basic  apprehensions 
of  the  Canaanites  into  their  ritual,  Israel  expressed  the  deep-seated  need 
of  men  to  objectify  their  powers  and  consecrate  them  so  that  benefit  rather 
than  harm  would  result. 

It  came  out  of  disguise  when  least  expected.  In  sacrificial  offerings  of  the 
Temple  services  as  well  as  in  kashruth ,  Jews  were  enjoined  to  return  the 
blood  of  the  slaughtered  animal  to  the  earth  before  consumption  of  the 
rest  of  the  animal  was  permitted.  Is  this  not  one  of  the  oldest  offerings 
made  by  man  to  thank  and  appease  their  cannibal  Earth-mother?  By 
offering  Earth  the  blood,  in  which  the  soul  was  found,  it  was  hoped  that 
the  rest  of  the  animal  would  be  permitted.12 

In  the  broadest  sense,  some  veneration  of  idols  is  inevitable.  Danger 
strikes  when  the  idol  becomes  the  end  of  the  search,  and  here  the  biblical 
injunction  breaks  through  with  new  force.  True  religion  will  always  be 
iconoclastic.  In  this  regard,  even  the  weapons  of  the  biblical  writers  used 
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to  smash  idols  can  themselves  become  idols  if  they  arrest  the  process  of 
denunciation  of  the  gods. 

NOT  TO  HAVE  ANOTHER  GOD 

By  prohibiting  the  worship  of  Bacal,  the  Bible  did  not  offer  as  an  alternative 
simply  a  command  to  bow  down  to  YHWH,  Although  there  are  prescrip¬ 
tions  for  the  proper  mode  of  making  sacrificial  offerings,  the  word  “worship” 
(Sofyoh)  does  not  appear  in  the  priestly  legislation  of  Leviticus  or  Numbers. 
What,  then,  is  involved  ? 

Worship  of  idols — perhaps  worship  itself — reifies  the  spiritual  dimensions 
of  man’s  response  to  reality.  By  objectifying  a  value  and  bowing  down  be¬ 
fore  it,  a  worshiper  transfers  his  own  passions  and  qualities  to  the  object, 
improverishing  himself  to  strengthen  his  shadow.  What  he  worships  is  not 
even  himself  but  the  shadow7  of  himself.  Such  a  worship  experience  is  stifling, 
limiting,  and  growth-inhibiting.  “Man,  trying  to  be  like  God,”  says  Fromm, 

is  an  open  system,  approximating  himself  to  God;  man,  submitting  to  idols, 
is  a  closed  system,  becoming  a  thing  in  himself.  The  idol  is  lifeless;  God 
is  living.  The  contradiction  between  idolatry  and  the  recognition  of  God 
is,  in  the  last  analysis,  that  between  the  love  of  death  and  the  love  of  life.13 

Israel’s  prophets,  however,  were  quick  to  see  that  an  idolized  god  remains 
an  idol.  When  anything  is  made  the  object  of  intense  concern,  so  that  it 
admits  no  rival,  it  becomes  an  idol,  even  if  that  intense  concern  be  sanc¬ 
tioned  in  the  name  of  YHWH  or  of  Jesus  Christ.  The  mere  addition  of  such 
a  name  cannot  insure  that  the  policy  sanctioned  thereby  is  not  another 
projection  of  selfish  ideals.  The  Deuteronomist  and  the  Chronicler  recoil 
in  horror  at  the  report  of  Hiel  of  Bethel,  who  “built  Jericho”  and  “laid  its 
foundation  at  the  cost  of  Abiram  his  first-born,  and  set  up  its  gates  at  the 
cost  of  his  youngest  son  Segub”  (1  Kings  16:  34),  a  common  practice  designed 
to  insure  the  security  and  permanence  of  such  a  construction  or,  at  the 
report  of  the  ritual  slaughter  of  infants,  to  appease  the  hungry  earth  deities 
so  that  the  nation  can  survive.  Yet  these  activities  were  performed  in  good 
faith,  with  the  best  of  motives,  to  secure  compelling  power  for  the  preserva¬ 
tion  of  a  social  order.  From  a  phenomenological  point  of  view,  the  mass 
sacrifice  of  a  nation’s  sons  on  a  distant  battlefield  in  order  to  oppose  an  alien 
ideology  considered  demonic  differs  only  in  that  the  present  slaughter  is 
more  widespread  and  devastating  than  that  of  the  Hebrews  or  of  the  Ca- 
naanites.  That  it  is  performed  in  the  name  of  God  against  “godless”  forces 
means  only  that  a  shadow  of  the  living  God  has  been  invoked  as  the  sanction 
for  an  idolatrous  worship. 
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The  Prohibition  of  Idols 

It  is  evident  that  the  prohibition  of  idols  in  its  essential  and  radical  form  in¬ 
cludes  a  prohibition  against  idolizing  God.  The  commands  “You  shall  have 
no  other  gods,”  “you  shall  not  make  for  yourself  a  graven  image,”  and 
“you  shall  not  bow  down  to  them,”  are  not  convertible  into  “You  shall  have 
YHWH,  make  a  graven  image  of  him,  and  prostrate  yourself  before  it.  ”The 
demand  in  Deut  5:  8  is  negative;  its  obverse  comes  in  the  following  chapter: 

Hear,  O  Israel,  YHWH  is  our  God,  and  YHWH  only; 

and  you  shall  love  YHWH  your  God  with  all  your  heart,  and 

with  all  your  soul,  and  with  all  your  might.  (Deut  6:  4)14 

The  positive  commandment  is  not  to  worship  YHWH  but  to  love  him  with 
the  totality  of  one’s  self.  The  commandment  continues,  “You  shall  fear 
the  Lord  your  God;  you  shall  serve  him.  .  .  .”  (Deut  6:  13).15  Love,  fear, 
serve — these  are  commanded;  worship  is  not. 

Prophetic  Israel  sensed  the  futility  of  placing  faith  in  worship.  The  fol¬ 
lowing  examples  are  typical: 

What  to  me  is  the  multitude  of  your  sacrifices? 
says  the  Lord; 

I  have  had  enough  of  burnt  offerings  of  rams 
and  the  fat  of  fed  beasts; 

I  do  not  delight  in  the  blood  of  bulls, 
or  of  lambs,  or  of  he-goats. 

When  you  come  to  appear  before  me, 
who  requires  of  you 
this  trampling  of  my  courts  ? 

Bring  no  more  vain  offerings.  ...  (Is  1:  ll-13a) 

Because  Ephraim  has  multiplied  altars  for  sinning, 
they  have  become  to  him  altars  for  sinning.  .  .  . 

They  love  sacrifice; 

they  sacrifice  flesh  and  eat  it; 

but  the  Lord  has  no  delight  in  them.  (Hos  8:11,  13) 

Come  to  Bethel,  and  transgress; 

to  Gilgal,  and  multiply  your  transgression; 

bring  your  sacrifices  every  morning, 
your  tithes  every  three  days;  .  .  . 

for  so  you  love  to  do,  O  people  of  Israel, 
says  the  Lord  God.  (Amos  4 :  4,  5) 

For  thus  says  the  Lord  to  the  house  of  Israel: 

Seek  me  and  live;  but  do  not  seek  Bethel, 

and  do  not  enter  into  Gilgal  or  cross  over  to  Beersheba.  (Amos  5:  4,  5) 

I  hate,  I  despise  your  feasts, 
and  I  take  no  delight  in  your  solemn  assemblies. 


Worship ,  Idolatry,  and  God 


79 


Even  though  you  offer  me  your  burnt  offerings  and  cereal  offerings, 

I  will  not  accept  them 

and  the  peace  offerings  of  your  fatted  beasts 
I  will  not  look  upon. 

Take  away  from  me  the  noise  of  your  songs; 

to  the  melody  of  your  harps  I  will  not  listen. 

But  let  justice  roll  down  like  waters, 

and  righteousness  like  an  ever-flowing  stream.  (Amos  5:  21-24) 

But  man  did  worship  God,  and  fully  as  stringent  as  their  strictures  on 
the  worship  of  false  gods  were  the  prophets’  condemnation  of  false  worship 
of  the  true  God.  To  the  passages  cited  above,  we  may  add: 

Thus  says  YHWH-Sebaoth,  the  God  of  Israel:  “Add  your  burnt  offerings 
to  your  sacrifices,  and  eat  the  flesh.  For  in  the  day  that  I  brought  them 
out  of  the  land  of  Egypt,  I  did  not  speak  to  your  fathers  or  command  them 
concerning  burnt  offerings  and  sacrifices  [cf  the  Priestly  projection  of  cultic 
demands].  But  this  command  I  gave  them,  “Obey  my  voice,  and  I  will 
be  your  God  and  you  shall  be  my  people;  and  walk  in  the  way  that  I  com¬ 
mand  you.”  (Jer  7:  21-23) 

Throughout  the  Hebrew  scriptures,  the  closest  construction  to  a  command 
to  worship  YHWH  can  be  seen  in  the  paranetic  section  describing  the  fall 
of  Samaria  in  the  deuteronomic  2  Kings  17:  36,  “You  shall  fear  the  Lord. 
.  .  .You  shall  bow  yourselves  (from  Sofyoh)  to  him,  and  to  him  you  shall 
sacrifice.”  There  is  also  1  Chron  16:  29: 

Ascribe  to  the  Lord  the  glory  due  his  name; 

bring  an  offering  and  come  before  him  1 
Worship  the  Lord  in  holy  array; 
tremble  before  him  all  the  earth. 

Although  virtually  no  English  translation  makes  this  fine  distinction,  the 
Hebrew  text  contains  the  preposition  le ,  and  a  more  accurate  translation 
would  be  “worship  before  YHWH”  or  “worship  toward  YHWH.”  The 
Chronicler  parallels  Ps  29:  2,  “Worship  the  Lord  in  holy  array”  (RSV). 
English  translations  of  the  Psalms  are  misleading  because  it  would  appear 
that  many  of  them  use  the  proper  name  of  YHWH  as  an  object  of  the  verb 
“worship.”  But  translators  tend  to  ignore  the  preposition  le .  If  it  were 
translated,  Ps  96:  9  would  read,  “Worship  before  YHWH  in  holy  array,” 
and  so  with  the  remaining  references  from  the  Psalms: 

5:  7:  I  will  worship  toward  thy  holy  temple  in  the  fear  of  thee. 

22:  27:  ...  all  the  families  of  the  nations  shall  worship  before  him 

[i.e.,  YHWH]  [following  LXX]  or  before  thee  [Heb]. 

22:  29:  [Heb  28]  .  .  .  before  him  [lit.  “before  your  face’’]  shall  bow 
all  who  go  down  to  the  dust. 


80 


Harry  M.  Buck 


45:  11:  Since  he  is  your  lord,  bow  to  him. 

86:  9:  All  the  nations  .  .  .  shall  come  and  bow  before  thee, 

O  Lord.  .  .  . 

95:  6:  0  come,  let  us  worship  and  bow  down  [the  parallelism  makes 

the  meaning  absolutely  clear],  let  us  kneel  before  YHWH 
our  maker. 

97:  7:  All  gods  bow  down  [worship]  before  him. 

99:  5:  Extol  YHWH  our  God;  worship  at  his  footstool. 

99:  9:  Extol  YHWH  our  God;  worship  at  his  holy  mountain. 

132:  7:  Let  us  worship  at  his  footstool. 

138:  2:  I  bow  down  toward  thy  holy  temple. 

Psalm  81 :  9  commands  that  the  people  shall  not  bow  down  to  a  foreign 
god. 

To  be  sure,  worshipers  are  commanded  to  bring  their  sacrifices  to  YHWH 
and  set  them  before  him  (sometimes  “before  his  face”;  cf  Lev  3:  1;  1  Kings 
8:  62;  Deut  12:  6-7).  Yet,  these  acts  also  refer  simply  to  a  bodily  action  or 
posture.  Significantly,  even  in  those  passages  that  condone  or  even  com¬ 
mand  a  sacrificial  action,  its  performance  at  the  place  where  YHWH’s 
presence  can  be  felt  and  his  saving  actions  recollected  is  what  is  asked. 

A  striking  example  comes  in  connection  with  the  deuteronomic  directions 
for  the  celebration  of  the  Festival  of  the  First  Fruits,  an  agricultural  festival 
reinterpreted  in  the  light  of  the  deuteronomic  Exodus  theology.  The 
worshiper  was  directed  to  take  “some  of  the  first  of  the  fruit  of  the  ground” 
to  the  shrine,  where  the  priest  would  take  the  basket  and  “set  it  before  the 
altar  of  YHWH  your  God.”  The  one  who  brought  the  offering  was  then  to 
recite  the  famous  formula  about  the  wandering  Aramaean,  whereupon  he 
would  set  the  gift  down  “before  YHWH  your  god,  and  worship  before 
YHWH  your  God”  (Deut  26:  1-10  et  passim).  The  command  is  literally 
“to  set  it  before  the  face  of  YHWH  your  God  and  to  prostrate  yourself 
before  the  face  of  YHWH  your  God”  (cf  Is  66:  23),  but  even  here,  strictly 
speaking,  the  command  is  not  simply:  Worship  YHWH.  That  the  essential 
reference  is  to  the  posture  of  the  body  is  confirmed  in  the  Yahwist  account 
of  the  giving  of  the  Torah,  when  YHWH  commanded  Moses,  “Come  up 
to  YHWH,  you  and  Aaron,  Nadab,  and  Abihu,  and  seventy  of  the  elders 
of  Israel,  and  worship  afar  off”  (Ex  24:  1). 

What,  then,  is  it  that  YHWH  desires  if  not  worship  ?  Included  in  most 
of  the  demands  not  to  worship  false  gods  is  the  prohibition  against  serving 
them  as  well  (cf  Deut  4:  19,  28;  17:  3,  28,  36;  Josh  23:  7;  Jer  5:  19;  11:  10; 
25:  6;  and  others).  Service  is  an  important  part  of  the  God-man  relationship, 
particularly  when  it  is  noted  that  YHWH  has  commanded  man  to  serve 
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him  (cf  Deut  6:  13;  10:  12;  Josh  22:  5;  1  Chron  28:  9;  Ps  2:  11;  and  others). 
Is  “serve”  identical  to  “worship?”  Hardly,  else  the  two  terms  would  ap¬ 
pear  consistently  in  synonymous  parallelism.  Instead,  the  commandment 
is  not  to  worship  or  to  serve  other  gods  but  to  serve  YHWH. 

In  this  context,  “serve”  refers  to  doing  the  will  of  God,  obeying  him  in 
human  affairs.  The  demand  for  obedience  grows  out  of  the  covenant  re¬ 
lationship,  resulting  from  the  free  choice  of  a  free  God  who  called  his  people 
to  himself.  Service  has  nothing  to  do  with  the  ritual  prostration  that  is 
worship.  Instead,  it  refers  to  a  life  style  based  on  three  principles:  justice, 
love,  and  fellowship  with  God. 

Man  is  set  in  the  world  in  a  relationship  of  responsible  stewardship,  to 
till  the  earth,  not  to  plunder  it  (Gen  2:  15),  and  as  the  sense  of  the  free  but 
interdependent  relationship  between  man  and  God  grows  throughout  the 
history  of  Hebrew  religion,  the  demands  laid  on  man  are  more  and  more 
those  that  deal  with  his  whole  life  style,  his  relations  to  the  world  in  which 
he  has  been  set  and  to  the  persons  with  whom  he  must  live.  The  act  of  obei¬ 
sance  is  irrelevant  because  man  is  not  God’s  slave.  The  magic  of  sacrifice 
is  likewise  abhorrent  because  man  cannot  be  God’s  master.  In  biblical — 
especially  prophetic — thought,  man  is  God’s  interpreter,  responsible  with 
him  for  the  earth  and  its  inhabitants. 

What  Does  the  Lord  Require? 

Attention  has  focused  on  the  Torah  commandments  in  Deut  4  and  5,  but 
more  prominent  in  the  liturgy  of  Judaism  is  a  passage  from  Micah: 

.  .  .  what  does  the  Lord  require  of  you 
but  to  do  justice,  and  to  love  kindness  (mercy), 
and  to  walk  humbly  with  your  God?  (Mic  6:  8) 

To  do,  to  love,  to  walk .  These  words  are  important  and  so  are  their  objects: 
justice  and  mercy. 

The  primary  requirement  is  to  “do  justice”  (Heb  mUpat),  a  total  ethical 
demand  requiring  a  total  commitment  to  truth.  The  covenant  with  YHWH 
does  not  maintain  itself,  nor  can  it  be  influenced,  by  any  amount  of  prostra¬ 
tions;  it  can  be  maintained  only  by  mtspat.  MUpat  is  not  simple  obedience 
but  a  quality  of  genuineness  and  authenticity  in  all  human  relationships. 
Throughout  the  history  of  the  covenant,  the  priests  were  charged  with 
teaching  mUpat.  Finally,  the  Servant  of  Second  Isaiah  was  glorified  because 
of  his  ability  to  give  himself  on  behalf  of  others  and  thus  establish  mUpat 
in  the  earth. 

In  addition  to  doing  justice,  man  is  commanded  to  love  mercy  (hesed). 
This  word  seems  particularly  at  home  in  the  prophecies  of  Hosea,  where  it 
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is  the  quality  of  a  loving  relationship  between  man  and  God.  Both  fyesed  and 
mttpat  are  necessary  to  a  genuine  relationship  with  God,  and  this  is  what 
he  demands.  This  commandment  is  to  love  mercy,  not  simply  to  love  God. 

Then,  instead  of  commanding  man  to  bow  low,  prostrate  himself  before 
God,  Micah  urges,  “Walk  humbly  with  your  God.”  This  humility  has  its 
own  dignity.  The  life  style  based  on  justice,  love,  and  fellowship  demands 
that  man  “let  justice  roll  down  like  waters,  and  righteousness  like  an  over¬ 
flowing  stream”  (Amos  5:  24).  To  love  mercy  includes  the  demand  of  love: 
to  love  your  neighbor  as  yourself  (Lev  19:  18,  cf  Mk  12:  31  and  parallels). 
A  man  will  act  with  mUpat  if  motivated  by  hesed.  He  can  then  walk  with 
God,  a  relation  which  is  both  the  source  and  the  result  of  the  first  two  of 
Micah’s  requirements.  Nothing  more  is  necessary. 
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The  Hebrew  Short  Story: 
A  Study  of  Ruth 


For  a  Hebrew  literary  production  of  a  mere  four  chapters  and 
eighty-five  verses,  the  state  of  whose  text  is  quite  sound  and  the  vocabulary 
of  which  is  fairly  simple,  the  book  of  Ruth  nevertheless  contains  a  striking 
set  of  engrossing  problems.  While  accorded  relatively  little  space  in  studies 
of  Old  Testament  theology  or  in  the  comprehensive  literary  introductions, 
it  has  called  forth  a  volume  of  special  study  which  appears  disproportionate 
to  its  importance.  As  a  part  of  the  Old  Testament  canon,  it  is  in  some 
ways  unique;  like  a  lost  maverick,  it  wanders  around  in  the  canonical  order 
of  the  Old  Testament  looking  for  its  proper  niche,  whether  after  Judges,  or 
at  the  beginning  of  the  Kethubim,  or  in  any  one  of  the  first  six  positions  in 
that  grouping,  or  even  in  the  tenth  position  of  the  eleven.  No  consensus 
has  been  reached  as  to  its  date  of  composition  or,  indeed,  as  to  whether  one 
should  properly  speak  of  a  single  date  of  composition.  Now  that  the  popular 
handbooks  have  rather  commonly  hit  upon  the  post-exilic  period,  three 
prestigious  German  commentaries  have  appeared  recently  (Hertzberg, 
Gerleman,  and  Rudolph)1  all  of  which  place  it  in  the  pre-exilic  period.  On 
another  front,  there  is  a  broad  range  of  disagreement  concerning  the  histori¬ 
cal  value  of  the  data  it  presents,  and  a  veritable  mare’s  nest  of  criteria,  both 
valid  and  invalid,  has  been  assembled  which  claim  to  pertain  to  both 
date  and  authenticity.  To  add  to  the  catalog,  one  notes  the  oft-cited  ob¬ 
servation  that,  set,  as  it  claims  to  be,  in  the  period  of  the  Judges,  it  displays 
a  tranquillity  of  scene  which  contrasts  with  the  turbulence  described  in  the 
book  of  Judges.  Then  again,  it  is  noted  that  the  proper  names  in  the  nar¬ 
rative  can  be  shown  to  be  genuinely  Israelite  and  many  pre-Israelite,  but 
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the  question  remains  whether  the  story  now  employs  them  out  of  deference 
to  historical  tradition  or  in  some  clever  allegorical  sense. 

When  it  comes  to  the  content  of  the  story,  a  new  crop  of  queries  arises: 
Why  do  the  legal  affairs,  so  vitally  and  carefully  portrayed  in  the  book, 
not  accord  more  directly  with  laws  and  customs  described  in  the  Deuter- 
onomic  and  Holiness  codes  ?  Why,  if  Naomi  seems  so  specifically  to  under¬ 
stand  the  principle  of  levirate  marriage  (as  her  words  in  1:  11-12  indicate), 
does  she  take  so  long  to  hit  upon  the  thought  of  a  possible  marriage  for 
Ruth  in  Bethlehem  ?  And  then,  how  does  the  story  want  us  to  understand 
what  is  portrayed  at  the  threshing  floor?  What  is  the  connection,  then, 
between  the  law  of  levirate  marriage  and  the  law  of  land  redemption  ?  How 
many  different  senses  of  the  term  gd'ellgeiullah  are  there  in  the  narrative 
after  all  ?  Where,  by  the  way,  did  Naomi  come  by  the  field  she  now  wishes 
to  sell  at  the  beginning  of  chapter  4  ?  There  has  been  no  previous  mention 
of  it,  and  one  might  be  led  to  wonder  why  the  two  widows  are  so  desperately 
poor  if  Naomi  holds  title  to  some  land.  Should  Ruth  have  to  glean  elsewhere 
in  that  case?  Where  did  Boaz  learn  about  Naomi’s  plan  to  sell  the  field 
so  as  to  be  able  to  use  it  as  the  “counter  in  the  game”  played  out  at  the  city 
gate  ?  If  Naomi  knew  Boaz  was  a  kinsman,  why  did  she  not  know  about 
the  closer  kinsman  ?  Surely  she  knew  her  husband’s  relatives  in  a  little 
place  like  Bethlehem.  Even  if  she  was  not  sure  of  the  matter,  one  pleasant 
afternoon  spent  with  that  talkative  gaggle  of  women  who  met  her  at  her 
homecoming  would  have  brought  her  up  to  date,  would  it  not?  And  why 
do  these  neighborhood  women  apparently  function  as  the  ones  to  bestow 
the  name  Obed  on  Ruth’s  child — a  name  that  does  not  even  fit  the  carefully 
prepared  context — when  in  all  other  instances  in  the  Old  Testament  it  is 
the  parents  who  name  their  children? 

There  are  more  such  questions,  and,  as  is  perfectly  well  known,  there  are 
adequate  answers  to  many  of  them,  ingenious  suggestions  available  for 
others.  What  would  seem  to  be  a  prior  set  of  questions  to  all  these  content 
questions,  and  a  prior  set  of  questions  pertinent  to  some  of  those  dealing 
with  date,  canonical  placement,  historical  value,  is  just  what  kind  of  a  writing 
is  this,  how  did  it  come  into  being  and  what  is  its  aim. 

It  is  here  that  one  senses  the  importance  of  some  of  the  materials  of  the 
newer  literary  criticism  which  is  making  itself  felt  in  the  study  of  biblical 
literature,  especially  in  the  area  of  the  artistic  prose  of  the  Gattungen  known 
as  the  novelle,  the  anecdote,  and  the  tale.  In  a  very  real  sense,  the  task  is 
one  begun  and  left  somewhat  unfulfilled  by  Hermann  Gunkel,  but  now 
considerably  sharpened  by  literary  comparisons  to  materials  relatively  far 
afield  from  Near  Eastern  comparative  texts.  A  milestone  is  surely  Erich 
Auerbach’s  Mimesis,  especially  its  first  chapter;  another  landmark  study  is 
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that  of  Ben  Edwin  Perry  on  The  Ancient- Romances,  published  in  1967, 
Useful  from  another  angle  is  A.  B.  Lord’s  fascinating  The  Singer  of  Tales 
(1960).  James  Muilenberg  has  explored  several  facets  of  the  issue;  for  Ruth 
itself,  key  studies  are  those  of  L.  Alonso-Schokel,2  Werner  Dommershausen,3 
and  Stephen  Bertmann.4  Also  not  to  be  forgotten  is  Paul  Humbert’s  artistic 
article  from  1938.5 

Gunkel’s  judgments  in  his  long  Ruth  article,  included  in  Reden  und 
Aufsalze  (1913),  are  the  basis  for  his  entry  on  the  book  of  Ruth  in  the  first 
edition  of  the  RGG ,  and  are  changed  in  only  one  important  way — to  which 
we  shall  return — in  the  second  (1930)  edition  of  RGG*  For  him,  the  Ruth 
story  was  almost  the  perfect  example  of  an  artistic  tale,  a  poetic  popular 
saga,  a  novelle .  As  such,  its  primary — and  really  its  sole — aim  was  to  en¬ 
tertain.  In  this  he  was  strongly  seconded  by  Hugh  Gressmann,7  who  placed 
special  stress  on  the  non-historical  character  of  the  story.  Both  men  were 
following  the  lead  of  Goethe’s  classic  description  of  the  book  as  a  fine  little 
idyll;  they  heard  Goethe’s  insistence  that  the  story  be  taken  as  a  whole  and, 
further,  that  it  be  taken  within  its  wider  context  in  the  overall  framework 
of  biblical  religion.  Gunkel’s  excellent  description  of  the  book’s  careful 
structure  into  four  discrete  scenes  with  transitional  interludes  has  become 
more  or  less  standard,  as  have  many  of  his  observations  about  the  internal 
artistry  of  the  scenes.  Less  binding  upon  subsequent  scholarship  but  never¬ 
theless  still  impressive  in  its  conviction  is  his  insistence  that  there  is  no  clearly 
discernible  Tendenz  which  would  allow  the  book  to  find  its  Sitz  im  Leben 
somewhere  in  Israelite  culture  as  a  protest  paper  or  a  propaganda  document, 
but,  at  least  among  the  most  recent  commentaries,  that  claim  has  reasserted 
itself. 

In  two  directions,  however,  Gunkel’s  papers  led  into  more  controversial 
areas.  The  first  was  his  attempt  to  rank  the  Ruth  story  on  the  basis  of  some 
rather  intangible  factors  into  a  chronological  scheme.  Thus  the  very  quality 
of  the  art  was  seen  as  a  mark  of  lateness;  only  a  person  with  a  deep  Seelen- 
leben  could  produce  it,  and  that  meant  relative  lateness  and  growing  sophisti¬ 
cation.  The  poetic  features  for  Gunkel,  here  as  elsewhere  in  his  writings, 
meant  late  and  developed  artistry.  Only  after  these  factors  were  cited,  did 
linguistic  considerations  augment  the  argument,  together  with  attention 
to  the  antiquarian  note  in  4:  7.  On  the  other  hand,  there  were  marks  of 
personal  naivete  in  the  depiction,  and  that,  combined  with  certain  customs 
relatable  to  the  history  of  Israelite  law,  kept  him  from  moving  so  late  as 
into  the  time  when  Tobit  or  the  other  Apocryphal  narratives  were  composed. 
Indeed,  the  lack  of  self-consciousness  about  Ruth’s  foreign  origins  joined 
these  psychological  and  cultural  historical  factors  to  lead  Gunkel  in  1913 
to  a  seventh-century  date.  There  is  something  quite  important  about  the 


86 


Edward  F.  Campbell ,  Jr. 


combination  of  factors  he  employed  to  arrive  at  his  conclusion,  and  probably 
also  something  quite  suggestive  in  the  fact  that  in  his  1930  article  he  dropped 
any  attempt  to  assign  a  date. 

This  leads  to  the  other  problematic  area.  Bound  closely  to  Gunkel’s 
assessment  of  the  date  and  place  in  the  literary  development  was  a  brief 
treatment  of  the  literary  pre-history  of  the  book.  Here  he  listed  Genesis 
38  as  in  some  sense  a  precursor,  predictably  noting  that  the  Tamar-Judah 
story,  while  offering  related,  and  even  in  some  ways  identical,  circumstances, 
was  a  much  rougher  and  coarser  story  and  therefore  of  course  earlier.  Going 
further  afield,  and  without  drawing  chronological  conclusions,  Gunkel 
brought  in  as  a  literary  precursor  the  Egyptian  Isis-Osiris  story,  noticing 
certain  motif  resemblances.  He  pursued  that  even  further,  back  into  the 
Briidermarchen  of  Egypt.  The  final  judgment  of  Gunkel’s  lengthy  treat¬ 
ment  in  Reden  und  Aufsaize  was,  then,  that  the  Israelite  story  had  recast 
an  ancient  Marchen ,  in  which  wizardry  and  magic  played  a  dominant  role, 
by  substituting  the  human  institution  of  levirate  marriage  as  the  means 
by  which  an  Israelite  would  overcome  a  similar  set  of  problems.  Israel’s 
appropriation  of  an  old  and  hoary  motif  was  accomplished  by  the  applica¬ 
tion  of  the  dictates  of  her  own  high  and  pure  religion,  which  would  expel 
certain  elements  in  story  material  derived  from  polytheistic  cultures. 

A  most  interesting  development  in  Gunkel’s  1930  RGG  article,  and  the 
one  major  change  from  the  earlier  article,  is  his  sketching  in  of  an  analysis 
of  stages  of  development  in  the  story  which  eventually  became  the  Ruth 
story.  In  the  back  of  one’s  mind  one  finds  the  question  whether  the  need 
for  time  for  these  developments  to  take  place  is  one  reason  why  Gunkel 
gave  up  his  attempt  to  assign  a  date  to  the  finished  product.  In  1930  Gunkel 
could  adopt  the  h}rpothesis  that  there  existed  a  stage  in  the  story  when 
Naomi  was  the  sole  feminine  protagonist  and  that  this  stage  was  the  one 
which  offered  the  transition  from  the  old  Marchen  motif  to  the  Israelite 
adaptation.  It  was  Naomi  who  bore  a  child  to  carry  on  her  dead  husband’s 
name,  and  she  did  this  by  inveigling  a  relative  to  sire  the  child.  A  later 
stage  placed  Ruth  beside  Naomi,  so  that  the  motif  of  the  wise,  old,  crafty 
woman  could  make  its  appearance  and  Ruth  could  become  the  type  of  the 
young,  obedient,  and  faithful  woman.  Again,  Gunkel’s  notion  of  develop¬ 
ment  obtrudes,  from  a  simple  to  a  more  complex  plot,  and  we  have  in  the 
earlier  stage  something  much  closer  to  the  Genesis  38  narrative. 

I  have  taken  this  long  to  summarize  what  may  be  quite  familiar  to  many 
because  I  suspect  it  stands  at  the  fountainhead  of  streams  which  have  run 
off  in  all  directions.  Thus,  in  carrying  out  motif  research,  a  spate  of  what 
in  many  instances  are  bizarre  conjectures  have  beclouded  Ruth  research. 
Two  of  the  most  striking  are  those  of  W.  E.  Staples  (followed  up  by  Herbert 
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Gordon  May)8  and  of  Margaret  Crook.9  The  first  of  these  finds  a  Bethlehem 
cult  legend  behind  the  Ruth  story,  and  leads  into  a  miasma  of  fertility  cult, 
ritual  prostitution,  and  game  playing  with  the  allegorical  meanings  of  names 
which  makes  one’s  head  swim  and,  more  important,  bids  fair  to  make  of 
biblical  material  in  general  a  literature  which  would  cause  the  exegete  to 
throw  up  his  hands  in  despair.  Miss  Crook’s  proposal  is  more  down-to-earth, 
but  is  almost  completely  uncontrolled  by  hard  evidence,  since  it  divides 
into  two  stages  (the  Old  Story  and  the  Second  Telling)  the  fundamental 
ingredients  of  the  book  in  a  quite  arbitrary  way,  and  then  finds  a  convenient 
polemic  use  for  the  Second  Telling  in  the  occasion  of  Athaliah’s  accession, 
since  Athaliah  is  “everything  that  Ruth  is  not.”  I  do  not  want  to  stir  for¬ 
gotten  memories  of  a  rejected  past  here,  but  only  to  raise  the  first  inklings 
of  a  rather  fundamental  question:  Do  we  in  fact  have  any  justification  for 
assuming  that  stories  in  ancient  Israel  must  have  a  ladderlike  set  of  pre¬ 
final-form  stages  which  will  link  the  stories  to  all  their  possible  predecessor 
ingredients  ?  Be  it  noticed  that  such  an  assumption  has  a  great  deal  to  say 
about  the  elements  of  creativity  and  the  control  exercised  by  tradition, 
two  factors  about  whose  balance  we  need  to  be  a  great  deal  more  careful 
than  we  have  often  been,  whether  in  the  study  of  biblical  stories  like  Ruth 
or  in  the  much  more  central  study  of  such  matters  as  the  growth  of  the 
Pentateuch. 

Let  us,  then,  turn  to  a  far  more  sober  and  attractive  attempt  to  explore 
the  question  of  antecedents  in  relation  to  Ruth.  When  Jacob  Myers  published 
his  important  study,  The  Linguistic  and  Literary  Form  of  the  Book  of 
Ruth ,  in  1955,  he  succeeded,  at  least  in  the  early  part  of  the  book,  in  keeping 
two  things  in  balance — namely,  his  appreciation  for  the  extremely  fine  prose 
form  of  the  book,  and  his  observation  of  the  poetic  character  of  much  of  its 
contents,  not  only  in  the  conversations  and  speeches  of  the  book  but  also 
in  the  idiom  of  the  prose  itself.  The  isolation  of  the  poetry,  however,  led 
to  a  further  set  of  conclusions  which  opened  the  door  to  speculation  about 
a  process  of  literary  development.  A  poetic  nucleus  was  assumed  and  there¬ 
fore  a  poetic  precursor,  and  a  new  chain  of  development  was  posited  which 
proposes  that  Ruth  was  perhaps  an  old  nursery  table  passed  on  for  a  long 
period  of  time  in  oral  form  and  “finally  reduced  to  writing  shortly  after  the 
exile.”10  The  oral  form  was  poetry,  and  the  written  form  was  prose,  with 
poetic  remnants  protruding  through  the  final  prose  form.  It  would  seem, 
however,  that  Myers’  conclusion  abandoned  an  earlier  affirmation — namely, 
that  the  prose  is  classic  and  fine  in  its  style  and,  indeed,  that  it  sounds  most 
like  the  kind  of  prose  in  which  the  J  and  E  Pentateuchal  narratives  appear. 

One  fears,  then,  that  somehow  the  prose  is  nothing  but  the  end,  the  fixing 
point  of  a  long  oral  poetic  process.  Perhaps  sensing  the  problem,  George 
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Glanzman11  proposed  some  nuances  to  Myers*  thesis  that  began  by  adding 
another  stage  in  the  literary  activity.  First,  there  was  a  poetic  tale,  prob¬ 
ably  of  non-Israelite  origin,  borrowed  by  the  Israelites,  perhaps  from  the 
Canaanites.  (It  is  worth  noting  that  this  first  of  Glanzman’s  stages  has  at 
least  two  substages.)  Glanzman,  then,  has  this  oral  poetic  tale  put  into  prose, 
further  “Israelitized”  with  the  law  and  custom  of  the  times,  in  the  ninth 
or  eighth  century.  The  final  stage  is  a  post-exilic  refurbishing  which  puts 
it  into  its  final  form.  Glanzman’s  conjecture  concerning  the  oldest  form  of 
the  story  is  that  it  was  an  entertaining  story  of  human  devotion  of  daughter- 
in-law  for  mother-in-law,  with  the  subsequent  reward  of  finding  a  loving 
husband.  A  footnote  suggests  Glanzman’s  tentative  approval  of  the  idea  that 
the  original  story  ended  at  the  threshing  floor  with  the  consummation  of 
marriage.  It  is  interesting  to  see  how  the  ingredients  of  Glanzman’s  first 
stage  are  really  the  core  of  the  story  as  we  have  it,  so  that  subsequent 
stages  call  only  for  embellishments,  expansion  by  greater  precision  of  detail, 
and  the  particular  application  of  Israelite  theological  terminology  to  already 
present  motifs.  This  is  a  long  distance  separated  from  the  proposal  of 
Staples  and  quite  different  from  that  of  Gunkel. 

But  it  leaves  a  signal  question  unanswered:  Why  was  the  story  “reduced” 
to  prose?  The  shift  away  from  the  position  of  late-nineteenth-century 
scholarship,  which  saw  poetry  as  a  sophisticated  and  late  product  of  a  de¬ 
veloping  culture,  to  the  twentieth-century  position,  which  sees  it  as  the  early 
and  dominant  form  of  oral  transmission  of  traditional  material,  has  placed 
the  study  of  poetry  in  the  forefront.  Studies  such  as  that  of  Robert  C. 
Culley,12  building  on  the  work  of  Parry  and  Lord,  have  shown  even  more 
dramatically  than  before  how  stock  poetic  formulas  can  make  for  ease  of 
memory  across  long  periods  of  time.  But  the  result  should  not  be  to  leave 
prose  an  undesirable  end  product,  the  unhappy  result  of  the  need  to  write 
things  down.  Baldly  stated,  it  can  simply  be  asked  why  poetry,  when  it 
came  time  to  write  down  oral  tradition,  would  not  be  written  as  poetry. 
So  we  still  have  to  account  for  prose  narrative  of  the  kind  we  have  in  Ruth, 
and  it  does  not  seem  to  me  satisfactory  to  claim  that  it  became  prose  only 
upon  writing. 

This  is  where  the  lead  of  Ben  Edwin  Perry  is  worth  following.  Perry  is 
working  with  a  particular  literary  form — that  of  the  ancient  Greek  romance — 
a  literary  form  noteworthy  not  so  much  for  quality  of  style  or  content  but, 
rather,  for  its  difference  in  style  and  purpose  from  other  literary  material 
of  its  own  time  and  the  period  just  before  it.  While  the  romance  contains 
many  familiar  motifs  of  both  myth  and  history,  it  is  usually  somewhat 
maudlin  and  sentimental;  indeed,  Perry  is  wry  enough  to  note  that  many 
a  student  of  classical  literature  would  be  struck  by  its  giving  an  impression 
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of  modernity,  since  the  genre  reads  like  the  text  for  a  modern  historical 
novel  being  prepared  for  a  movie  treatment. 

Perry  claims  to  have  begun  on  his  studies  of  the  romances  by  attempting 
to  explain  their  existence  and  origin  on  the  basis  of  antecedents  in  previous 
classic  literature  and  to  make  use  of  motif  research  in  charting  the  develop¬ 
ment  of  the  new  literary  form.  The  operative  assumption,  which  he  describes 
as  dominating  the  field  at  least  in  the  first  half  of  the  twentieth  century, 
was  that  a  series  of  successive  stages  would  link  various  genres  of  literature 
in  which  the  same  motifs,  events,  personages,  and  even  formulas  appear. 
The  conclusions  Perry  comes  to,  however,  embody  quite  a  different  stance, 
one,  by  the  way,  with  which  he  now  claims  most  classical  literary  critics 
would  agree  in  principle  if  not  always  in  practice.  I  believe  they  should 
become  more  operative  in  biblical  literary  criticism  as  well,  although  there 
too  they  may  be  agreed  to  in  principle.  Perry  confesses  to  having  failed 
“to  understand  what  the  real  forces  are  that  create  new  literary  forms. 
Such  forms,  I  am  convinced,  never  come  into  being  as  the  result  of  an  evolu¬ 
tionary  process  taking  place  on  the  purely  literary  plane,  but  only  as  the 
willful  creations  of  men  made  in  accordance  with  a  conscious  purpose  .  .  . 
to  satisfy  the  new  spiritual  or  intellectual  needs  and  tastes  that  have  arisen 
in  a  large  part  of  society  in  a  given  period  of  cultural  history.”13  So  to  speak, 
new  occasions  teach  new  duties  and  develop  new  forms.  To  quote  Perry 
once  more:  “One  form  does  not  give  birth  to  another  ....  Historiography, 
for  example,  cannot  become  romance  without  passing  through  zero,  that  is, 
through  the  negation  of  its  own  raison  d'etre,  the  thing  which  defines  it 
as  historiography.”14  This  does  not  mean  of  course  that  motifs  do  not  per¬ 
sist  and  exercise  effect,  but  it  clearly  warns  that  the  presence  of  a  fairy¬ 
tale,  or  mythic,  or  epic  motif  in  a  story  will  say  very  little  about  intermediate 
stages  in  transition  from  one  type  of  literature  to  another;  indeed,  the  very 
existence  of  intermediate  stages  is  called  seriously  into  doubt.  What  pur¬ 
ports  to  be  historical  or  looks  to  be  an  authentic  historical  datum  in  a  romance 
cannot  be  judged  one  way  or  the  other  as  to  authenticity  on  the  basis  of 
its  presence  in  the  new  form,  but  will  have  to  be  tested  by  some  external 
evidence.  Let  me  close  this  conversation  with  Perry’s  thesis  with  one  sum¬ 
mary  quote:  “The  analogy  of  biological  evolution  is  false  and  misleading  in 
the  realm  of  literary  history,  because  it  ignores  the  human  will  and  capacity 
to  create  new  forms  at  frequent  intervals  in  response  to  its  own  spiritual 
or  intellectual  needs.”15  Notice  here  the  emphasis  upon  the  special  creativity 
of  the  author  of  the  new  form.  This  would  seem  to  be  a  very  important  help 
in  resolving  the  question  of  why  poetic  epic  would  become  prose  story  in 
biblical  materials,  and  an  excellent  corrective  on  much  Gattungsforschung 
and  even  more  on  Redactions-criticism  in  contemporary  biblical  study. 
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Lest  all  this  seem  old  hat,  I  at  least  note  that,  for  Myers,  it  was  possible 
to  write  in  his  conclusion  to  the  study  of  the  literary  form  of  Ruth  that, 
in  its  final  form,  it  was  the  “work  of  an  exilic  or  early  post-exilic  writer  .  .  . 
[who]  in  a  sense  was  a  literary  editor;  in  no  sense  may  his  story  be  regarded 
as  a  new  artistic  creation  any  more  than  that  the  stories  and  poems  of  JE, 
Joshua,  Judges,  and  Samuel  were  the  creation  of  the  men  who  first  wrote 
them  down.”10  Far  as  this  insistence  goes  to  protect  the  essential  integrity 
of  the  process  of  oral  transmission,  I  feel  it  does  not  properly  account  for 
the  truly  remarkable  prose  artistry  which  such  literary  creations  as  the  book 
of  Ruth  display,  and  it  has  to  be  rethought  in  some  rather  fundamental 
ways. 

Now  let  it  be  admitted  that  we  have  in  the  Old  Testament  at  least  two 
major  instances  in  which  we  possess  both  poetic  and  prose  presentations 
of  the  same  event:  in  Judges  4  and  5,  and  in  Exodus  14  and  15.  It  would 
be  beyond  the  scope  of  this  study  to  enter  into  comparison  between  poetry 
and  prose  in  these  two  instances  so  as  to  see  how  well  the  prose  version  or 
versions  succeed  in  reflecting  the  poetic  predecessor.  There  are  some  rather 
important  differences,  however,  in  content,  emphasis,  and  purpose.  But  it 
is  not  at  all  clear  that  one  can  make  a  transfer  from  those  two  cases  to  the 
instances  of  Ruth  and  its  literary  confreres.  The  Exodus  and  Judges  ex¬ 
amples  cited  relate  to  key  and  crucial  events  in  the  catalog  of  magnalia 
Dei  in  Israelite  literature,  for  one  thing,  while  Ruth  does  not.  Neither  does 
another  excellent  example  of  the  same  literary  genre  as  Ruth — namely, 
the  prose  narrative  of  the  book  of  Job.  As  Myers  has  for  Ruth,  so  Nahum 
Sarna  has  for  Job17  posited  an  epic-poem  substratum  which  belongs  to  an 
earlier  stage  of  the  present  narrative.  Both  these  instances — Ruth  and 
Job — display  remarkable  and  exceedingly  attractive  literary  style  and 
structure  much  as  they  stand,  and  should  be  accounted  for,  in  my  opinion, 
differently. 

Here  it  is  proposed,  then,  with  others  including  Albright  and  Cassuto,18 
that  there  existed  in  Israel  a  style  of  artistic  prose  which  was  not  the  step¬ 
child  of  any  other  style,  and  was  used  to  express  literary  forms  which  were 
not  the  stepchildren  of  any  other  forms.  The  Hebrew  short  story  is  a  distinct 
and  discrete  form,  with  its  own  ground  rules,  its  own  puposes,  its  own 
range  of  content  (which  could  be  quite  varied,  by  the  way,  and  could  in¬ 
clude  much  valuable  historical  information),  and  its  own  style.  Included 
in  it  were  rhythmic  elements  which  are  characteristic  of  the  style  and  prob¬ 
ably  at  least  partially  mnemonic  in  purpose.  As  examples  we  can  include 
a  number  of  the  patriarchal  narratives,  especially  Genesis  24  and  38;  the 
Joseph  story;  a  number  of  the  Judges  narratives,  including,  for  example, 
Judges  3:  15-29  (the  Ehud-Eglon  episode)  and  Judges  4;  Ruth  (minus  only 
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its  last  five  verses);  and  the  Job  prose  story.  Quite  probably  these  stories 
in  rhythmic  prose  had  an  oral  period  in  that  style,  and  their  writing  down 
came  not  at  the  end  of  a  process  of  poetic  transmission  but  at  the  end  of 
a  period  of  oral  transmission  in  more  or  less  their  present  rhythmic  prose 
style.  Their  content,  while  varied,  includes  a  combination  of  a  certain  kind 
of  concern  about  rather  typical  people  doing  rather  mundane  things  which 
nevertheless  turn  out  to  have  rather  significant  results.  Their  purpose  is 
both  entertaining  and  edifying;  it  seems  too  that  such  narratives  are  peculi¬ 
arly  Israelite  in  that  the  scene  of  human  life  where  very  ordinary  human 
events  and  figures  function  is  also  the  scene  where  God  works.  And  so, 
while  the  stories  can  have  all  the  fun  and  delight  and  pathos  and  violence 
of  common  human  existence,  they  also  have  the  dimension  of  seriousness.19 

The  form  of  the  Israelite  short  narrative  story  had  a  long  history.  Aage 
Bentzen,20  who  could  find  only  Esther  and  Judith  as  comparative  writings 
to  Ruth,  at  least  succeeded  in  pointing  to  two  exemplars  of  the  end  of  its 
period  of  existence,  and  he  might  have  added  Tobit  and  Susanna.  Here 
I  tread  softly  because  legendary  themes  are  very  prominent  in  Tobit  especi¬ 
ally,  and  any  distinctions  between  the  group  I  am  seeking  to  isolate  and  the 
legend  may  begin  to  disappear  here.  For  that  matter,  it  is  difficult  to  decide 
where  to  put  the  story  of  Jonah  in  all  this. 

Now  in  bringing  Perry’s  work  into  the  discussion,  I  did  not  intend  to  equate 
ancient  Greek  romance  and  the  Israelite  short  story.  Certain  features  of 
Perry’s  analysis  have  quite  general  application,  and  a  few  are  specifically 
pertinent.  The  biggest  problem  I  see  remaining  would  seem  to  be  to  find 
an  occasion  when  new  demand  combined  with  new  creative  impulse  to  pro¬ 
duce  the  new  form. 

Gerhard  von  Rad  has  proposed  that  the  Joseph  narrative  be  considered 
a  novelle,  and  a  quite  sophisticated  one  at  that;  he  has  placed  it  in  the  tenth 
century  and  linked  it  to  the  wisdom  movement.21  Interestingly  enough, 
von  Rad  has  gotten  himself  caught  on  some  of  the  same  problems  that 
Myers  and  Sarna  have,  except  that  he  has  the  thoroughly  grounded  docu¬ 
mentary  hypothesis  with  which  to  contend.  I  believe  R.  N.  Whybray22  has 
succeeded  in  placing  von  Rad  in  a  very  tight  position  by  challenging  him 
to  resolve  two  things  in  his  theory:  one,  that  the  Joseph  story  is  a  carefully 
crafted,  magnificently  worked-out  whole;  and  the  other  that  it  has  J  and 
E  components.  Whybray  feels  that  von  Rad  makes  a  better  case  for  the 
creativity  and  uniqueness  of  the  story  than  he  does  for  the  existence 
of  J  and  E  ingredients,  the  seams  between  which  have  been  so  smoothly 
caulked  as  to  have  virtually  disappeared  from  sight.  The  problem  here  is 
quite  analogous  to  our  problem  with  the  literary  pre-history  of  Ruth,  'and 
persuades  me  that  the  issue  of  posited  pre-histories  is  by  no  means  a  closed  one. 
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I  would  propose  that  the  new  occasion  for  the  development  of  the  Israelite 
short  story  is  the  early  monarchic  period,  and  that  the  new  need  was  com¬ 
pounded  of  a  relatively  sophisticated  nation,  rapidly  growing  in  its  sophisti¬ 
cation,  wanting  a  somewhat  less  austere  type  of  instruction  and  edification 
than  the  sort  of  thing  going  on  in  the  court,  where  emergent  institutions  of 
kingship  and  prophecy  demanded  heady  theologizing  about  Davidic  cove¬ 
nant  and  charismatic  messenger  from  the  great  king.  Wisdom  appears  also 
to  have  been  a  courtly  phenomenon  for  the  most  part,  and  only  if  wisdom 
as  a  movement  can  become  more  popular  than  it  is  usually  described  as 
being,  could  it  be  the  locus  for  the  edifying  Israelite  short  story.  The  material 
of  our  genre  is  popular — it  is  folksy.  It  concerns  the  commonplace  and 
God’s  relation  to  the  commonplace.  Following  the  lead  of  several  other 
commentators,  I  suspect  it  often  included  in  its  earlier  stages  a  theology  of 
the  working  of  God  from  the  shadows,  such  as  characterizes  the  Joseph  nar¬ 
rative,  Ruth,  and,  in  its  rather  special  way,  the  prose  narrative  of  Job. 
Indeed,  it  would  not  surprise  me  if  the  genre  got  its  start  a  little  earlier,  in 
the  Judges  period,  at  a  time  when  several  recent  studies  have  proposed  that 
the  patriarchal  narratives  took  their  form.  For  Ruth  itself,  I  see  little  dif¬ 
ficulty  in  positing  a  tenth-century  date  for  its  present  form  in  all  essential 
aspects  minus  only  the  last  five  verses.  That  is  where  Gerleman  places  it 
on  the  basis  of  a  quite  different  line  of  argument,23  and  it  is  not  totally  incom¬ 
patible  with  the  reasoning  of  Rudolph24  and  Hertzberg.25 

It  will  be  necessary  further,  however,  to  posit  a  Hebrew  “singer  of  tales,”26 
and  for  him  we  have  little  evidence  beyond  the  existence  of  his  product. 
It  is  striking  that  we  know  as  little  about  Israelite  common  life — village 
life,  let  us  say — as  we  do,  but  Ruth  itself  may  be  an  indicator  of  the  context 
in  which  the  tale  teller  functioned.  His  it  was  to  entertain  and  edify  at 
the  village  gate;  his  it  was  to  portray  in  popular  terms  the  critical  issues  of 
the  day — for  example,  international  affairs.  His  it  was  to  bring  the  court 
to  the  people,  even  perhaps  to  tell  them  of  their  king’s  humble  origins.  If 
I  can  have  Jonah  back,  his  it  was  to  portray  what  a  prophet  is  (here  with 
a  bow  to  Martin  Buber,  who  gives  the  tale  of  Jonah  a  far  more  important 
role  to  play  than  simply  a  propaganda  white  paper  addressed  to  post-exilic 
nationalism).27  Such  a  function  may  suggest  the  existence  of  Tendenzen 
in  the  short  rhythmic  stories,  but  the  propaganda  element  is  really  very 
light,  if  it  is  present  at  all.  If  Tendenz  there  exists  in  Ruth,  it  may  possibly 
be  the  old  one  Goethe  first  suggested  with  a  slight  twist — namely,  that  of 
giving  David  an  interesting  and  impressive  set  of  forebears  one  of  whom, 
amazingly  enough,  was  a  foreigner.  The  sooner  that  is  said,  the  better; 
in  this  connection,  perhaps  the  story  shares  with  the  Court  History  of  David 
in  its  openness,  candor,  and  unabashedness. 
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It  will  not  have  escaped  attention  that  I  have  rather  badly  blurred  the 
distinction  between  historical  narrative  and  the  short  narrative  tale.  That 
cannot  be  avoided.  The  prose  style  is  really  very  similar.  And  from  what 
has  been  said,  the  presence  of  a  varying  amount  of  historically  accurate 
information  in  one  of  the  short  stories  is  entirely  possible — indeed,  in  Israel, 
very  likely;  however,  the  proportion  cannot  be  decided  by  any  fixed  rule. 
In  Judges  4,  the  proportion  is  probably  quite  high.  In  Ruth,  the  proportion 
is  probably  higher  than  sometimes  maintained,  certainly  higher  than  Gress- 
mann  would  have  allowed.  The  point  has  often  been  made  that  a  purely 
fictional  story  is  hardly  likely  to  succeed  in  giving  David  a  Moabite  great¬ 
grandmother  if  he  did  not  indeed  have  one.  For  that  reason,  I  see  no  cogency 
to  Eissfeldt’s  argument  to  remove  4:  17b  from  the  original  story  as  a  late 
addition.28  In  fact,  I  rather  doubt  that  we  can  draw  a  clean  and  clear  line 
between  historical  narrative  and  the  short  story  genre  here  proposed.  If  the* 
date  I  have  proposed  can  possibly  be  sustained,  I  would  even  hazard  the 
observation  that  there  is  not  that  much  difference  between  this  genre  and 
that  of  what  most  agree  is  the  first  great  piece  of  Israelite  historical  writing 
— namely,  the  Court  History  of  David.  I  suggest  that  the  major  difference 
is  not  so  much  a  matter  of  form  or  style  but  of  audience.  The  story  was  for 
popular  consumption,  and  was  crafted  to  reach  that  audience. 

Let  me  now  turn  to  exploring  the  craft  of  the  book  of  Ruth  more  closely 
to  demonstrate  two  things:  that  it  is  a  highly  creative  literary  masterpiece, 
even  as  Goethe  and  Gunkel  claimed  it  to  be;  and  also  that  it  has  a  purpose 
of  combining  just  those  issues  I  mentioned  earlier,  of  the  joy  and  pathos  of 
Israelite  common  life  with  the  serious  purpose  of  God,  who  governs  from  the 
shadows.  Indeed,  for  the  purposes  of  Old  Testament  theology,  I  would 
maintain  that  the  author  uses  his  artistry — in  this  case,  by  employing  key 
words — to  correlate  God’s  will  and  human  action  so  inextricably  as  to  make 
each  of  the  main  protagonists  the  servant  of  God  to  the  other. 

L.  Alonso-Schokel29  has  done  a  most  interesting  job  of  lining  out  the  artistry 
of  the  Israelite  storyteller  in  an  analysis  of  two  episodes  in  the  prose  of 
Judges.  He  has  noted,  in  studies  of  the  Ehud-Eglon  story  in  Judges  3  and 
of  the  Deborah-Baraq-Yael  story  in  Judges  4,  the  various  ways  in  which 
even  such  subtle  matters  as  the  rhythm  and  pace  of  the  story  carry  the  action 
forward  or  retard  it.  He  notes  that  inversion  of  the  order  of  events  can  serve 
to  delay  an  action  and  maintain  suspense.  Contemporaneity  of  action  can 
occur  so  that  the  hearer  or  reader  can  sense  how  important  it  is  that  several 
things  are  happening  concurrently  to  prepare  for  a  critical  climax.  These 
factors  all  relate  to  the  special  kind  of  time  and  tempo  that  belongs  to  good 
storytelling,  and  such  sensitivity  to  timing  can  be  abundantly  illustrated 
in  the  Ruth  narrative.  The  very  structure  which  Gunkel  described  so  well 
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— whereby  swift  strokes  of  the  brush  establish  the  situation  in  the  intro¬ 
duction  and  in  the  transitions,  while  the  main  scenes  move  at  a  much  more 
leisurely  pace — is  a  comprehensive  indicator.  No  words  are  used  that  are 
unnecessary  in  the  introduction,  precisely  because  the  pace  is  so  fast,  and 
therefore  the  hearer  of  the  tale  must  take  cognizance  of  such  an  apparently 
unimportant  group  of  four  Hebrew  words  as  “and  they  dwelt  there  about 
ten  years.”  These  are  ten  years  of  childless  marriage,  and  ten  years  when 
property  ownership  back  in  Bethlehem  can  become  scrambled,  and  ten 
years  during  which  Naomi  can  reach  the  age  when  she  can  have  no  more 
children.  But  these  are  ten  years  which  do  not  require  ten  words  to  describe, 
because  that  is  not  where  the  action  must  lie. 

On  the  other  hand,  the  scene  at  the  threshing  floor  and  the  scene  at  the 
city  gate  need  some  protraction,  for  they  are  full  of  good-hearted  and  rather 
robust  suspense.  The  storyteller  gets  Ruth  to  the  threshing  floor  in  3:  6, 
but  must  have  her  wait,  as  it  were,  while  Boaz  eats  and  drinks  and  has  his 
heart  get  merry  and  goes  to  lie  down  in  the  corner  of  the  threshing  floor. 
The  hearer  is  waiting  with  her;  this  maneuver  is  no  joke,  and  it  has  to  be 
brought  off  correctly.  Likewise,  the  scene  at  the  city  gate  is  one  which  is 
suspenseful.  As  a  whole,  this  scene,  as  well  as  the  previous  surprise  announce¬ 
ment  that  there  even  exists  a  nearer  kinsman,  is  an  example  of  the  familiar 
retarding  motif  of  good  storytelling;  but,  even  within  that  scene  at  the  gate, 
the  lengthy  style  of  the  speeches  of  Boaz  serves  to  draw  out  the  tension. 

However,  the  storyteller  is  not  toying  with  us.  It  is  important  that  Boaz 
get  right  to  this  business.  While  Ruth  is  talking  with  her  mother-in-law 
at  the  end  of  chapter  3,  the  storyteller  signals  a  quick  pace  to  Boaz’s  action 
by  using  contemporaneity.  I  take  the  beginning  of  4:  1,  ubo'az  'did,  as 
indicative  by  its  word  order  not  only  of  a  change  in  subject  but  of  a  cor¬ 
responding  action  to  Ruth’s  departure  from  the  threshing  floor. 

The  timing  and  tempo  of  the  story,  then,  are  striking  evidence  of  its 
artistry.  Alonso-Schdkel  also  calls  attention  to  the  way  in  which  precision 
of  detail  and  color  makes  for  vividness  at  those  moments  when  vividness  is 
required.  Again,  there  is  more  to  such  parts  of  an  Israelite  story  than  just 
the  barely  necessary  words.  Several  examples  suggest  themselves  as  places 
where  the  story’s  camera  eye  rests  languidly  on  a  momentary  vignette. 
Thus  the  scene  of  the  leave-taking  in  Moab  where  twice  the  women  stop  to 
weep  and  much  must  be  made  of  the  argument  to  persuade  at  least  Orpah 
to  stay  at  home.  Thus  the  splendid  portrayal  of  the  little  meal  at  the  mid¬ 
day  break  in  the  fields,  where  Ruth  is  asked  to  join  the  others  and  to  dip 
her  morsel  in  the  homes — whatever  that  really  is — and  receives  the  special 
heap  of  parched  grain  which  is  sufficient  not  only  for  herself  but  also  for 
a  supply  to  be  taken  home  to  her  mother-in-law.  There  is  purpose  to  ail 


The  Hebrew  Short  Story:  A  Study  of  Ruth 


95 


this,  as  the  storyteller  evokes  the  character  of  the  personages  and  binds 
them  together,  but  there  is  just  good  storytelling  also.  Consider  as  another 
example  here  the  detail  of  3:  3,  where  Naomi  instructs  Ruth  in  the  prepara¬ 
tions  for  her  visit  to  the  threshing  floor,  “Wash  yourself,  and  anoint  your¬ 
self,  and  put  on  your  raiment.”30 

Vividness  and  color  are  employed  where  they  are  most  needed,  and  it 
is  interesting  to  contrast  the  instances  cited  (to  which  must  be  added  the 
vivid  scene  at  the  city  gate)  with  what  might  after  all  be  thought  of  as  the 
whole  point  of  the  book — namely,  the  birth  of  the  baby.  Five  swift  syn¬ 
tactical  units  and  the  whole  business  is  over:  “And  Boaz  took  Ruth,  and  she 
became  his  wife,  and  he  went  in  to  her,  and  Yahweh  gave  her  conception, 
and  she  bore  a  son.”  That’s  all !  This  may  be  the  point  of  all  that  has 
gone  before,  but  the  fun,  the  tension,  the  pathos,  the  excitement  have  been 
in  getting  the  hearer  or  reader  there !  And  besides  that,  the  storyteller  needs 
to  get  on  to  wrap  up  one  more  important  matter  which  is  yet  to  come. 

The  storytelling  techniques  so  far  described  have  hinted  at  another  tech¬ 
nique  of  immense  importance  both  in  the  book  of  Ruth  and  in  the  prose 
style  of  Hebrew  tales  in  general.  It  is  the  technique  of  repetition  and, 
most  especially,  of  the  repetition  of  key  words.  This  technique  operates 
in  two  ways,  both  short-range  and  long-range.  Muilenberg  got  a  good  start 
on  this  rhetorical  device  in  1953, 31  but  he  confined  his  examples  almost 
exclusively  to  poetry  per  se.  He  wrote  of  repetition  as  a  style  technique: 
“It  serves,  for  one  thing,  to  center  the  thought,  to  rescue  it  from  disparateness 
and  diffuseness.  .  .  .  Repetition  serves,  too,  to  give  continuity  to  the  writer’s 
thought;  the  repeated  word  or  phrase  is  often  strategically  located,  thus 
providing  a  clue  to  the  movement  and  stress  of  the  poem.”32  This  judgment 
can  be  transferred  to  the  artistic  prose  which  confronts  us.  Hertzberg,  in 
his  ATI)  commentary,  had  already  pointed  out  how  the  verb  Sub  dominates 
the  first  chapter  of  the  book  with  its  twelve  occurrences.33  Now  Werner 
Dommershausen,34  of  the  Catholic  theological  faculty  at  Tubingen,  has 
pointed  out  an  entire  series  of  Leitworte  which  bind  each  of  the  scenes  in 
the  Ruth  book  together.  With  some  ingenuity  but  also  a  good  deal  of 
sagacity,  he  has  shown  that  oftentimes  these  key  words  take  strategic 
position  so  as  to  emphasize  certain  points.  In  chapter  1,  for  example,  Sub 
manages,  by  its  pattern  of  appearance,  to  underscore  the  basic  tension; 
who  will  return  whence  ?  Orpah  and  Ruth  to  their  country,  Naomi  to  hers  ? 
By  the  time  we  reach  verse  22  and  Ruth  is  returning  with  Naomi,  the  ques¬ 
tion  of  the  significance  of  Ruth’s  leaving  Moab  and  returning  to  Judah  has 
become  quite  an  important  issue.  For  chapter  2,  Dommershausen  estab¬ 
lishes  the  verb  Iqt,  “to  glean,”  as  a  binding  key  word;  and  also  the  reminder 
that  Ruth  is  a  Moabitess,  which  occurs  three  times;  and  the  phrase  “to 


96 


Edward  F.  Campbell ,  Jr. 


find  favor  in  the  eyes  of  someone,”  which  appears  in  Ruth’s  hope  in  verse 
2,  her  bewilderment  in  verse  10,  and  her  expression  of  gratitude  in  verse 
13.  His  analysis  suggests  a  carefully  worked-out  structure  to  all  this,  so 
that  Ruth’s  discovery  of  favor  from  Boaz  grows  as  her  success  in  gleaning 
grows,  while  all  the  time  one  is  reminded  that  this  is  a  foreigner  to  which 
this  is  happening.  The  high  spot  of  that  emphasis  is  the  neat  stylistic  device 
of  the  word  play  in  2:  10:  “Why  do  I  find  favor  in  your  eyes?”  lehakklrenl 
we'anokt  nokrtyah . 

For  chapter  3,  one  key  term  is  goren,  “threshing  floor,”  but  it,  like  Iqt 
in  the  preceding  chapter,  really  only  sets  the  stage.  For  Dommershausen, 
the  chapter  depends  on  the  repetition  of  Skb  in  the  first  half  of  the  chapter 
and  of  g'l  in  the  second  half.  Here  the  rhetorical  effect  is  heightened  by 
the  double  implication  of  the  verb  $kb,  since  it  can  mean  “to  prostrate  one¬ 
self  at  the  feet  of  one  in  a  gesture  of  petition,”  and  it  can  mean  “to  sleep 
with,”  “to  have  sexual  intercourse.”  Apparently  Dommershausen  was  not 
inclined  to  follow  up  on  the  rather  too  frequent  appearance  of  the  verb 
yd\  “to  know,”  and  its  derivatives  or  the  potentially  dangerous  meaning 
of  the  term  “to  uncover  the  feet,”  which  occurs  in  verses  4  and  7.  But  I 
have  meant  to  be  emphasizing  that  our  author  knew  what  he  was  doing 
with  his  story,  and  a  combination  of  terms  like  this  must  be  taken  with  the 
utmost  seriousness.  Entertainment  and  edification  in  Hebrew  storytelling, 
especially  when  closely  bound  to  the  common  life  of  real,  if  typical,  men 
and  women,  do  not  turn  squeamish  at  the  last  minute.  The  situation  at 
the  threshing  floor  is  told  as  it  is,  precisely  because  it  would  have  had  a 
quite  different  outcome  with  different  people  from  this  remarkable  three¬ 
some  with  whom  the  story  is  dealing.  Every  bit  of  the  suspense  is  intended. 
But  the  audience  has  been  led  to  realize  that  in  chapter  2  Boaz  and  Naomi 
both  have  Ruth’s  best  interest  very  much  at  heart  and  that  both  approve 
of  her  modesty  and  fidelity.  Now  the  storyteller  presents  the  conditions  for 
the  acid  test.  It  is  hard  to  believe  that  his  propensity  to  entertain  and  edify 
would  not  include  his  compelling  his  hearer  to  participate  in  a  decision  bound 
up  in  the  suspense  at  the  threshing  floor.  And  with  the  decision  quickly 
made,  the  drama  of  the  story  shifts  from  a  focus  upon  sleeping  to  a  focus 
upon  redeeming. 

In  chapter  4,  Dommershausen  sees  the  key  words  as  g'l  and  qnh ,  and  they 
carry  the  action  to  its  climax  until,  in  one  master  stroke  in  4:  14-15,  the 
author  has  the  goyel  born  to  Ruth  become  the  means  of  returning  (restoring) 
the  soul  of  Naomi  (using  the  hiphil  of  the  prominent  word  of  chapter  1, 
the  verb  Sub). 

Nevertheless,  Dommershausen  has  by  no  means  exhausted  the  impor¬ 
tance  of  the  key-word  technique  in  the  style  and  structure  of  Ruth.  There 
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is  another  group  of  terms  which  stand  out  not  because  of  their  frequency 
but  precisely  because  of  their  infrequency  and  yet  their  appearance  at  ab¬ 
solutely  crucial  points.  It  is  surprising  how  rarely  they  have  been  noticed 
and  used  for  interpretation  of  the  purpose  of  the  Ruth  book.35  They  occur 
exclusively  in  the  speeches  of  the  protagonists,  and  especially  in  blessings, 
sentences  expressing  approval,  and  sentences  designing  strategy.  Perhaps 
the  most  striking  is  the  word  kanap.  At  the  peak  of  the  scene  in  the  field 
in  chapter  2,  when  Ruth  has  prostrated  herself  in  wonder  at  Boaz’s  feet 
and  asked  why  he  would  take  notice  of  her,  a  mere  foreigner,  he  explains 
that  he  has  heard  of  her  faithfulness  in  leaving  home  to  accompany  her 
mother-in-law.  He  then  expresses  the  ceremonial  wish  for  her:  “May 
Yahweh  recompense  your  deed  and  may  your  payment  be  in  full  from 
Yahweh  the  God  of  Israel  under  whose  wings  you  have  come  to  seek  refuge.” 
The  picture  of  Yahweh’s  wings  has  had  sufficient  ventilation  to  be  familiar, 
but  it  is  striking  to  find  another  meaning  for  that  same  term  appear  in 
3:  9,  when  Ruth,  upon  identifying  herself  at  the  threshing  floor,  then  im¬ 
plores  Boaz  to  “spread  your  wings  over  your  handmaid.”  Yahweh’s  wings, 
Boaz’s  wings.  Boaz  is  to  fulfill  for  Ruth,  by  marriage,  what  the  hope  in 
chapter  2  had  related  to  Yahweh. 

Similarly  with  the  term  menuhah  in  1 :  9.  Naomi  wishes  for  her  two  daugh¬ 
ters-in-law  that  they  find  rest  in  the  house  of  a  new  husband.  But  when 
we  reach  3:  1,  by  which  time  the  artful  mother-in-law  has  seen  a  plan  de¬ 
veloping,  her  question  is,  “Have  I  not  been  seeking  for  you  rest  ( manoah ) 
which  will  serve  you  well?”  In  this  case  also,  the  wish  connected  to  Yah¬ 
weh’s  activity  becomes  fulfilled  by  the  human  protagonist. 

A  similar  pattern  revolves  around  the  use  of  the  term  hesed.  In  1:  8, 
again  as  a  part  of  Naomi’s  blessing  to  the  two  girls,  she  wishes  for  them: 
“May  Yahweh  do  with  you  hesed  just  as  you  have  done  with  the  dead  and 
with  me.”  Already  here  hesed  is  a  two-way  street.  Then,  in  2:  20  occurs 
a  verse  with  a  slight  residue  of  ambiguity  in  it,  as  Naomi  expresses  a  blessing 
on  Boaz  when  she  learns  of  the  largesse  with  which  Ruth  has  come  home 
from  her  first  day  of  gleaning:  “Blessed  be  he  before  Yahweh  who  has  not 
abandoned  his  hesed  with  the  living  and  the  dead.”  Nelson  Glueck,  in  his 
word  study  of  hesed™  hazarded  the  claim  that  the  relative  clause  refers 
here  to  Boaz  and  not  to  Yahweh,  calling  upon  2  Samuel  2:  25  for  support 
for  the  syntax.  That  would  be  almost  too  good  to  be  true  for  my  thesis  here, 
but,  frankly,  I  doubt  its  validity.  Hesed  here  is  probably  Yahweh’s  work. 
But  in  3:  10,  Boaz  blesses  Ruth  before  Yahweh  because  she  has  made  her 
latter  hesed  even  better  than  her  former  in  not  going  after  younger  men. 

There  is  yet  another.  In  the  sad  and  angry  lament  of  Naomi  in  the  last 
verses  of  chapter  1,  when  she  finds  a  sympathetic  audience  and  pours  out 


98 


Edward  F.  Campbell,  Jr. 


her  indictment  against  God  and  tells  her  erstwhile  colleagues  to  call  her 
Mara  from  now  on,  she  wails,  “ I  went  off  full  but  Yahweh  has  brought 
me  back  empty  (reqam).”  In  Ruth,  the  mood  is  not  simply  idyllic  and  tran¬ 
quil,  for  here  is  one  of  our  protagonists  giving  vent  to  one  of  the  most  char¬ 
acteristic  of  the  possible  stances  of  man  before  God  in  the  Old  Testament. 
God  is  the  one  who  has  brought  her  back  empty,  and  the  hearer  of  the  story 
will  hardly  have  forgotten  that  wail  when  he  comes  upon  3:  17:  “These 
six  measures  of  barley  he  has  given  me  because  he  said  to  me  you  must 
not  return  riqam  to  your  mother-in-law.” 

These  leading  and  guiding  terms  cannot  be  there  by  accident.  Every 
one  of  them  relates  a  key  theological  theme  to  the  action  of  God  and  to 
the  action  of  the  human  figures  who  dominate  the  story.  For  Wilhelm 
Rudolph,  it  is  important,  as  it  has  been  for  other  commentators,  to  insist 
that  the  key  figure  in  the  story  of  Ruth  is  not  Ruth,  or  Naomi,  or  Boaz, 
but  God.37  God  is  there  quietly  guiding  the  course  of  events,  seeing  to  it 
that  “by  chance”  Ruth  comes  to  Boaz’s  field,  that  on  just  that  day  Boaz 
pays  a  visit  to  the  field,  that  after  ten  years  of  barrenness  in  Moab,  Yahweh 
at  once  grants  Ruth  conception  of  a  son  in  Bethlehem.  Rudolph’s  emphasis 
is  important  so  far  as  it  goes,  but  it  is  not  all  that  the  storyteller  wants  to 
portray.  He  also  wants  to  have  his  hearer  explore  the  interpenetration  of 
divine  fyesed  and  human  fyesed,  of  divinely  granted  rest  and  the  rest  a  schem¬ 
ing  old  lady  and  a  nicely  perfumed  young  woman  can  bring  about  with 
a  little  strategy.  He  wants  us  to  realize  that  refuge  under  God’s  wings  is 
connected  to  the  perpetuation  of  the  name  of  a  dead  and  childless  husband 
by  marriage  to  a  kinsman.  In  a  way,  for  our  storyteller,  the  analogy  between 
men’s  activity  and  God’s  activity  runs  counter  to  the  way  most  of  us  would 
want  to  speak  of  the  major  themes  in  Old  Testament  theology.  It  is  more 
or  less  axiomatic  to  assert  that  one  understands  Old  Testament  God  talk 
by  running  the  analogy  from  the  best  of  human  behavior  to  a  description 
of  how  God  acts.  But  oddly,  for  our  book,  the  analogy  runs  the  other  way. 
Men  and  women  here  are  to  act  after  the  analogy  of  how  God  acts.  Theolo¬ 
gical  terms  of  special  power,  especially  the  term  besed ,  have  become  so  charged 
theologically  that  they  can  become  normative  for  human  behavior  with 
new  and  extra  expectations  beyond  what  normal  human  behavior  might 
call  for.  In  the  book  of  Ruth,  normal,  sensible,  good  human  behavior  is 
exercised  quite  well  by  Orpah  and  by  the  unnamed  relative,  who  could  do 
a  lot  but  could  not  take  on  too  much.  In  the  final  analysis,  Humbert, 
in  the  essay  cited  in  note  5,  may  have  had  the  most  important  thing  to  say 
about  all  this — that  the  book  of  Ruth  is  a  book  about  ftesed,  especially  if 
that  term  is  understood  with  all  the  fullness  and  power  it  really  has  in 
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Old  Testament  thought,  that  it  is  more  than  what  is  to  be  expected  in  the 
normal  contractual  relation. 

Let  me  try  to  summarize  the  working  room  I  have  sought  to  create  for 
the  book  of  Ruth.  It  is  proposed  that  it  is  an  exemplar  of  a  particular 
literary  form  in  Israel,  and  a  classic  example  at  that.  Indeed,  it  is  virtually 
the  only  example  which  has  not  had  at  least  some  tampering  done  with  it 
which  has  sought  to  build  it  into  another  unity,  or  to  break  it  open  for  a 
new  and  different  purpose  (such  as  presumably  happened  to  Job),  or  to 
broaden  its  impact  by  adding  another  Gatlung  (as  presumably  happened 
to  Jonah).38  This  literary  form  has  a  special  artistic  prose  which  has  much 
in  common  with  certain  straight  poetic  features;  it  shares  this  special  Hebraic 
prose,  however,  with  other  literary  Gattungen .  This  prose  was  memorable, 
and  may  well  have  had  a  period  of  oral  transmission.  As  a  new  literary  form, 
it  shows  its  own  high  level  of  distinctive  creativity,  and  the  motifs  or  names 
or  vignettes  or  historical  information  which  it  may  have  borrowed  are 
transformed  in  the  new  genre,  not  simply  developed  along  evolutionary 
lines.39  Let  me  be  clear,  now,  that  such  a  description  does  not  preclude 
the  entire  onomasticon  coming  from  the  Late  Bronze  age;  in  Ruth  and  Job, 
the  majority  of  the  names  doubtless  do,  as  a  matter  of  fact.  Nor  does  it 
preclude  old  customs  from  being  included  as  a  part  of  the  story.  But  the 
author  was  a  creative  teller  of  tales,  making  his  own  way.  I  have  had  to 
call  for  a  hypothetical  guild  of  such  storytellers  operating  probably  outside 
the  main  city  centers  and  engaged  in  both  entertainment  and  edification 
on  the  popular  level.  I  have  claimed  that  these  storytellers  were  masters 
of  their  art,  or  at  least  those  were  whose  works  have  come  down  to  us. 
They  structured  their  works  beautifully  with  certain  memorable  features 
which  not  only  impressed  their  audience  but  made  their  stories  maintain 
their  structure  through  sometimes  long  periods  of  time.  With  the  examples 
of  their  art  which  survived,  various  things  could  be  done,  by  the  Deuter- 
onomic  historian,  by  the  poet  of  Job,  and,  in  the  case  of  Ruth,  by  some  late 
annalist  who  felt  he  needed  to  add  a  genealogy.  But  in  Ruth,  we  have  one 
of  the  most  pristine  examples  of  one  of  the  most  delightful  forms  the  Old 
Testament  knows. 
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The  Divine  Image 


Man  has  always  been  curious  about  himself.  This  has  led  to 
many  speculations  about  his  origin  and  to  varied  views  about  his  essential 
nature.  The  first  chapter  of  Genesis  presents  a  view  which,  although  ap¬ 
parently  simple,  is  profound,  challenging,  and  richly  suggestive. 


The  Biblical  Background 

“God  said,  ‘Let  us  make  man  in  our  image,  after  our  likeness.*  ...  So  God 
created  man  in  his  own  image**  (Gen  1:  26  f).  Taken  strictly,  this  simply 
indicates  the  fact  of  similarity  to  God.  But  it  is  a  natural  extension  of  lan¬ 
guage  to  use  “image**  for  the  content  of  the  similarity,  that  in  which  the 
likeness  consists,  the  constituent  qualities  or  powers  in  man  which  have 
some  resemblance  to  aspects  of  God’s  being. 

This  does  not  say  that  men  are  God’s  image,  as  one  Egyptian  text  did. 
Paul’s  statement,  “Man  ...  is  the  image  and  glory  of  God”  (1  Cor  11:  7), 
certainly  cannot  be  taken  literally.  Man  is  far  from  the  infinite,  exalted 
majesty  of  God’s  glory;  the  meaning  may  be  that  man  can  glorify  God. 
Likewise,  some  modification  is  to  be  seen  concerning  image — perhaps  that 
man  has  resemblance  to  God.  And  it  is  quite  inadmissible  to  say:  “There 
is  a  little  bit  of  God  in  man,”  or  “Man  is  a  mingling  of  dust  and  deity,” 
or  anything  of  the  sort — as  has  been  done.  God  is  God,  and  man  is  man; 
and  never  does  the  Bible  hint  at  any  slightest  identifying  of  the  two  or  any 
disregarding  of  their  essential  separateness  or  any  confused  thinking  about 
man  as  a  part  of  God. 
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Whether  “image”  is  to  be  understood  literally  or  figuratively  has  been  much 
discussed.  In  most  of  its  sixteen  occurrences  in  the  Old  Testament,  selem 
has  the  basic  etymological  meaning  of  a  “material  image” — for  example, 
Num  33:  52;  1  Sam  6:  5.  But  sometimes  it  was  used  figuratively  for  a  “mere 
empty  semblance.”  Thus  in  Ps  39:  6,  RSV  has  “Man  goes  about  as  a 
shadow”;  and  in  Ps  73:  20,  “their  phantoms.”  In  Ezek  23:  14,  it  refers  to 
painted  pictures;  and  while  this  does  indicate  outward  appearance,  it  is  not 
a  solid  physical  substance.  Therefore  there  is  no  a  priori  necessity  to  see  a 
physical  body  as  the  significance  here. 

The  word  rendered  “likeness”  (demui)  usually  indicates  resemblance  in 
lexternal  appearance.  But  it  is  also  used  figuratively  for  any  sort  of  simi- 
arity — for  example,  “tumult  ...  as  of  a  great  multitude”  (Is  13:  4);  “they 
have  venom  like  the  venom  of  a  serpent”  (Ps  58:  4);  the  “as”  and  “like” 
represent  this  word.  The  two  words  “image”  and  “likeness”  have  essentially 
the  same  meaning  in  the  Genesis  passage.  This  is  a  clear  instance  of  the 
synonymous  parallelism  that  is  such  a  frequent  characteristic  of  the  Hebrew 
Bible. 

It  is  scarcely  possible  that  the  author  simply  referred  to  man’s  physical 
body,  and  said  it  resembled  that  of  God.  The  statement  that  man  was 
created  in  the  likeness  of  God  points  in  two  directions.  On  the  one  hand, 
it  indicates  man’s  great  difference  from  all  other  creatures  on  earth.  On 
the  other,  it  looks  in  the  direction  of  God,  and  specifies  that  man’s  unique 
and  distinctive  quality  lies  in  a  certain  similarity  to  God.  In  neither  direc¬ 
tion  is  a  physical  reference  at  all  probable.  The  major  differences  between 
man  and  the  animals  are  not  merely  physical.  And  in  Deuteronomy,  which 
most  scholars  recognize  as  antedating  the  Priestly  material  to  which  Gen 
1  belongs,  it  had  been  indicated  that  God  has  no  physical  form  (Deut  4: 
12,  15).  Anthropomorphic  references  to  God’s  eye,  hand,  mouth,  and  so 
on  are  obviously  figurative.  And  temporary  manifestations  in  theophany 
are  no  evidence  for  a  permanent  bodily  form.  Sexual  differentiation  also 
militates  against  physical  similarity  to  God;  “male  and  female”  is  added 
after  the  words,  “in  the  image  of  God”  (Gen  1:  27).  Even  if  the  writer  here 
may  have  had  some  background  of  a  primitive  myth  or  legend  which  as¬ 
cribed  a  physical  body  to  God,  it  seems  clear  that  he  reinterpreted  or  tran¬ 
scended  it.  It  is  possible,  however,  that  the  special  aspects  of  man’s  body 
were  included  as  a  subordinate  factor,  though  not  the  essential  meaning; 
both  the  anthropomorphic  expressions  about  God  and  the  fact  of  the  In¬ 
carnation  show  clearly  that  the  human  body  is  not  alien  or  antagonistic 
to  God. 

Although  one  must  always  seek  the  original  meaning  of  biblical  state¬ 
ments,  it  is  a  serious  question  whether  we  are  absolutely  limited  to  the  ideas 
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the  original  writer  had.  This  involves  the  conception  that  is  held  of  the 
processes  of  inspiration  and  revelation.  When  God  seeks  to  communicate 
truth,  he  not  only  offers  revelation  but  also  enables  man,  at  least  in  some 
degree,  to  receive  it  and  to  express  it  in  words.  But  it  seems  that  man  often 
gets  only  a  partial  understanding  of  a  great  idea  toward  which  God  leads 
him.  Thus  it  is  scarcely  possible  that  either  Abram  or  the  writer  compre¬ 
hended  the  full  impact  of  God’s  gracious  words  recorded  in  Gen  12:  1-3. 
A  valid  and  valuable  meaning  would  be  evident  at  once;  but  God  intended 
a  much  richer  significance,  which  would  ultimately  be  realized.  Compare 
also  what  was  said  by  and  about  Caiaphas  in  Jn  11:  49-52. 

Basic  in  this  discussion  is  the  conviction  that,  although  the  writer  of  Gen 
1  probably  did  not  completely  comprehend  the  ideas  embodied  in  the  words 
he  used,  we  are  not  restricted  to  the  limited  insights  which  he  had.  Rather, 
we  can  seek  the  great  realities  to  which  his  words  point;  or,  to  put  it  another 
way,  we  should  seek  the  truth  which  God  meant  and  toward  which  he  was 
leading  the  writer. 

Our  understanding  of  man’s  creation  in  the  divine  likeness  therefore  de¬ 
pends  on  our  understanding  of  the  nature  of  God.  The  fact  of  basic  signifi¬ 
cance  here  is  that  God  is  a  personal  Being — not  an  abstract  power,  not  a 
set  of  ideas,  not  an  automatic  source  of  rewards  and  retribution,  not  a 
mechanical  source  or  center  of  energy,  not  an  “it.”  Fundamental  in  this 
personal  quality  is  self-consciousness.  Whatever  translation  is  accepted  in 
Ex  3:  14,  the  self-consciousness  of  God  is  obvious.  This  is  true  of  course 
in  varying  degree  all  through  the  Bible.  This  personal  nature  of  God,  more¬ 
over,  manifests  itself  in  many  activities  and  relationships;  the  personal 
quality  of  the  actions  implies  the  personal  quality  of  the  Actor.  This  does 
not  exclude  the  possibility  that  in  some  way  God  is  superpersonal,  so  in¬ 
finitely  beyond  human  comprehension  or  imagination  that  even  the  most 
profound  philosophic  efforts  cannot  fathom  the  ultimate  and  total  reality 
of  his  nature.  But  it  does  say  that  God  is  at  least  personal,  that  his  nature 
definitely  includes  the  various  positive  qualities  and  powers  that  character¬ 
ize  a  personal  being. 

We  therefore  conclude  that  the  likeness  to  God  which  characterizes  man 
is  essentially  in  the  realm  of  personal  quality.  Before  looking  at  specific 
details,  we  should  note  two  general  considerations  in  this  connection. 

The  Bible  does  not  explicitly  analyze  the  nature  of  man.  But  it  does  say 
much  about  what  man  does  and  can  do — thus  implying  a  great  deal  about 
his  nature.  Therefore  our  study  looks  basically  at  capacities  and  powers, 
either  actual  abilities  or  inherent  potentialities;  and  we  are  justified  in  seek¬ 
ing,  from  these  significant  clues,  an  understanding  of  the  essential  nature 
of  man  which  is  their  necessary  background.  This  approach  emphasizes 
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a  dynamic  conception,  not  a  merely  passive  or  static  one.  But  of  course 
there  must  be  an  existent  something  that  has  the  capacities  and  powers. 

Man  has  a  group  of  characteristics,  above  the  mere  physical  level,  which 
differ  markedly  from  those  of  other  earthly  creatures.  These  character¬ 
istics  have  such  a  closeness  of  relationship  among  themselves,  such  an  inner 
coherence,  that  they  clearly  seem  to  belong  together  and  to  constitute  a 
unified  whole;  it  is  in  this  totality  that  the  essential  nature  of  the  human 
pei son  is  to  be  found.  Most  of  these  qualities  and  functions  have  distinct 
similarity  to  some  which  God  has  revealed  as  being  characteristic  of  himself. 
Therefore,  in  the  absence  of  any  specific  biblical  definition  of  the  content 
of  meaning  in  the  phrase,  “the  image  of  God,”  it  is  reasonable  to  think 
that  God  intended  us  to  see  the  higher  or  personal  nature  of  man  as  a  whole 
and  in  its  various  details  as  being  indicated  thereby. 

Distinctive  Powers 

From  the  functional  standpoint,  the  fundamental  aspect  of  the  human 
person,  and  therefore  of  the  divine  image,  is  what  may  be  broadly  designated 
as  the  psychological  powers .  They  are  the  essential  prerequisite  for  the  other 
six  main  aspects  that  will  be  surveyed — in  fact,  for  all  personal  life. 

Basic  is  the  capacity  for  self-consciousness,  the  deep  sense  that  “I  am  I,” 
with  clear  differentiation  from -all  else  and  with  at  least  a  considerable 
recognition  of  individual  factors.  As  noted  above,  this  is  characteristic  of 
God.  A  small  degree  of  it  is  found  in  the  higher  animals.  But  in  its  profound 
richness  and  fullness,  it  is  distinctive  of  persons. 

The  intellectual  powers  of  thinking  and  reasoning  function  in  many  areas 
— for  example,  in  perceiving  cause  and  effect  and  extensive  details  of  other 
relationships,  in  recognizing  and  classifying  similarities  and  differences  and 
far-reaching  influences,  in  gaining  and  organizing  astonishing  amounts  of 
information,  in  piercing  below  surface  appearances  and  characteristics  to 
inner  reality,  and  in  planning  methods  to  achieve  desired  results.  In  Hos 
6':  4,  even  God  seems  thus  to  seek  an  effective  procedure:  “What  shall  I 
do  with  you,  0  Ephraim  ?”  (or,  “What  can  I  do  ?”)  Obviously  these  powers 
reach  far  beyond  direct  contacts,  both  in  space  and  in  time;  for  people  can 
gain  information  and  understanding  concerning  matters  in  distant  locations, 
can  project  probabilities  and  expectations  into  the  distant  future,  and  can 
construct  plans  with  reference  to  such  remote  things. 

Language  is  an  important  factor  in  this.  Unless  ideas  get  expressed  in 
words,  they  are  vague  and  of  little  value;  and  only  in  words  can  they  be 
communicated  to  other  people.  Words  are  essential  also  for  identifying 
factual  matters  and  for  sharing  information  on  them.  In  the  Bible,  God 
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frequently  speaks— in  contrast  to  the  idols,  which  “have  mouths,  but  do 
not  speak”  (Ps  115:  5).  The  fact  that  parrots,  for  example,  can  learn  to 
pronounce  a  few  words,  rather  mechanically,  or  that  dolphins  have  some 
system  of  intercommunication,  does  not  really  detract  from  the  distinctive 
importance  of  language  for  people. 

Closely  associated  with  linguistic  ability  is  the  capacity  for  abstract 
thought.  This  appears  in  religious  concepts,  such  as  sin,  holiness,  piety, 
and  in  a  great  variety  of  other  ideas,  such  as  gratitude,  wealth,  illusion, 
grandeur.  It  is  seen  also  as  men  develop  theories,  trace  out  implications, 
reach  logical  conclusions,  make  mathematical  calculations,  and  engage  in 
many  other  areas  of  mental  activity. 

Another  noteworthy  power  is  the  comprehension  of  values.  Various 
levels  of  value  are  found  in  various  relationships,  experiences,  achieve¬ 
ments,  and  qualities.  It  is  important  to  recognize  values,  to  appreciate 
them,  and  to  discriminate  between  the  greater  and  the  lesser,  and  thus 
to  be  ready  to  “seek  first”  the  higher  values  (cf  Mt  6:  25-33).  The  ca¬ 
pacity  for  such  thoughtful  discernment  of  values  is  a  significant  aspect 
of  the  divine  image — even  though  men  often  fail  to  get  the  true  divine  view¬ 
point  or  to  evaluate  accurately. 

Without  attempting  to  catalog  all  areas  of  intellectual  powers,  we  should 
at  least  note  the  capacity  for  imagination,  especially  in  the  basic  meaning 
of  that  term — getting  clarity  and  pictorial  vividness  of  conceptions;  con¬ 
structing  mental  images;  also  such  imperfectly  understood  matters  as  men¬ 
tal  telepathy  and  extrasensory  perception. 

The  emotional  qualities  of  persons  are  very  significant.  The  higher  ani¬ 
mals  can  feel  something  of  anger,  of  affection,  and  probably  of  pleasure. 
But  feelings  in  people  have  a  vastly  deeper  and  richer  quality,  as  well  as 
a  much  broader  variety.  And  emotional  attitudes  can  be  felt  with  reference 
to  people  with  whom  one  has  never  had  any  direct  contact;  the  outreach 
of  both  love  and  hate  is  potentially  worldwide. 

The  powers  of  will  are  sometimes  considered  the  most  specific  character¬ 
istic  of  persons.  This  involves  the  making  of  choices  and  determination  and 
persistence  in  accomplishing  chosen  purposes.  Here  again,  the  transcending 
of  space  and  time  is  noteworthy.  Purposes  can  be  formulated  and  actions 
undertaken  or  projected  on  a  comprehensive  social  scale,  and  with  reference 
to  matters  at  great  physical  distance  and  far  off  in  the  future.  Also  to  be 
noted  here  is  the  ability  to  strive  for  achieving  the  higher  values,  both  for 
oneself  and  for  others.  This  includes  such  efforts  as  those  to  gain  fuller  knowl¬ 
edge,  to  develop  finer  qualities  of  character,  to  grow  in  richness  of  fellow¬ 
ship  with  God,  to  deepen  friendships,  and  to  promote  righteousness  and 
peace.  Man’s  will  reaches  its  noblest  expression  in  harmonizing  with  God’s  will. 
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Much  discussion  has  been  given  to  the  “freedom”  of  the  will.  Actually 
this  is  not  a  good  term  to  use;  for  the  will  is  not  an  irresponsible,  irrational 
something,  independent  of  the  other  factors  in  the  person,  which  makes  a 
more  or  less  blind  stab  at  doing  something.  The  will  is  the  personal  self 
acting  in  certain  areas.  There  is  a  large  degree  of  self-determination,  or 
at  least  the  capacity  for  it;  this  is  true  in  spite  of  various  limitations,  both 
from  strong  outside  influences  and  from  inner  defects.  Thoughts,  feelings, 
and  desires  tend  to  express  themselves,  to  carry  over  into  action.  But  this 
is  not  automatic.  And  if  there  is  any  conflict  between  various  such  influ¬ 
ences,  there  is  not  a  sort  of  mechanical  struggle  between  them,  with  the 
strongest  winning  out.  On  the  contrary,  the  person  decides — wills — which 
particular  motive  or  influence  shall  be  given  dominant  place  and  shall  express 
itself  in  action.  Of  course  some  persons  (with  a  “weak”  will)  yield  rather 
easily  to  various  human  influences,  without  aggressively  asserting  an  in¬ 
dependent  choice;  but  others  (with  a  “strong”  will)  vigorously  assert  and 
exercise  the  dominating  power  of  personal  choice,  even  against  strong  in¬ 
fluences  in  an  opposite  direction.  Testimony  to  the  reality  of  such  choosing 
is  found  in  the  constant  personal  consciousness  that  it  would  have  been  pos¬ 
sible  to  act  otherwise  than  was  done  in  numerous  and  varied  situations. 
And  the  Bible  speaks  frequently  of  important  choices  deliberately  made, 
or  called  for — for  example,  Deut  30:  19;  Josh  24:  15,  22;  Is  56:  4;  Lk  10: 
42;  Acts  17:  30. 

Although  the  functional  powers  had  to  be  surveyed  first,  the  most  pro¬ 
foundly  significant  aspect  of  human  beings,  when  viewed  qualitatively,  is 
the  unique  capacity  for  knowing  God  and  having  personal  relationship  with 
him.  Almost  surely  no  mere  animal  can  even  have  any  idea  of  God — much 
less  have  conscious  fellowship  with  him.  The  divine-human  fellowship 
works  in  both  directions.  It  involves  revelation  from  God  to  man,  the 
bestowing  of  various  spiritual  gifts  and  blessings,  and  God’s  calling  of  man 
into  love  and  loyalty  to.  him.  On  man’s  part,  it  involves  prayer,  wor¬ 
ship,  faith,  devotion,  aspiration,  obedience.  Man  can  even  be  God’s  friend 
(2  Chron  20:  7;  Jas  2:  23).  Man  is  one  whom  God  loves,  and  who  is  des¬ 
tined  (if  he  will  accept  it)  for  salvation  through  faith  in  Christ  and  for 
full  spiritual  communion  with  God.  He  finds  his  true  self  only  in  a  free 
response  to  God. 

Not  only  can  there  be  intelligent  communication  between  God  and  man 
but  also  God  can  establish  both  individual  purposes  and  purposes  of  history 
in  connection  with  man,  and  can  work  out  such  purposes  in  and  through 
man.  Man  can  be  personally  confronted  with  God’s  purposes  and  demands, 
and  can  make  some  sort  of  intelligent  response  to  them.  There  is  interaction; 
when  God  acts  in  human  affairs,  man  is  not  a  mere  pawn  that  is  shoved 
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but  can  participate  meaningfully  in  what  is  done.  Thus  man  not  only  has 
responsibility  to  God  but  also  can  cooperate  with  God. 

The  third  highly  significant  aspect  of  persons  is  the  moral  quality .  In 
God  himself,  this  appears  in  establishing  standards  of  righteousness,  in 
acting  in  accordance  with  such  standards,  and  in  seeking  to  promote  them 
among  men.  In  man,  it  appears  in  conscience  and  some  related  functionings. 
Three  areas  of  this  ethical  concern  and  activity  are  to  be  noted. 

Conscience  is,  first  of  all,  moral  understanding,  a  functioning  of  the  in¬ 
tellectual  powers  in  the  moral  area.  It  is  knowledge  or  opinion — whether 
accurate  or  imperfect — about  right  and  wrong.  There  are  many  sources  of 
such  moral  ideas.  Basic  for  the  Christian  is  the  Bible,  especially  the  teach¬ 
ings  of  Jesus  and  the  Ten  Commandments.  Contributions  come  from  teach¬ 
ings  by  parents  and  others,  opinions  of  friends,  ideas  found  in  books  and 
other  reading,  radio  and  TV,  observation  of  the  consequences  of  actions, 
and  the  results  of  social  experience  as  expressed  in  custom,  public  opinion, 
and  civil  law,  as  well  as  reflective  thinking  on  problems  of  right  and  wrong. 
Thus  men  come  to  recognize  the  reality  of  right  and  wrong,  the  fact  that 
moral  distinctions  exist.  And  they  can  get  both  a  conception  of  some 
general  principles  of  the  nature  of  right  and  wrong — of  what  they  ought 
to  do  and  ought  not  to  do — and  a  set  of  ideas  concerning  the  moral  quality 
of  various  kinds  of  actions. 

On  such  bases  men  form  moral  judgments  with  reference  to  individual 
problems  or  issues,  and  have  the  equipment  to  make  (more  or  less)  intel¬ 
ligent  moral  choices.  The  efforts  at  discriminating  evaluation  often  are 
necessarily  directed  not  at  positive  evil  or  good  but  at  trying  to  decide 
which  of  two  or  more  possible  lines  of  action  would  produce  the  larger  good. 
One’s  moral  conceptions  get  applied  also  in  evaluating  the  rightness  or 
wrongness  of  the  actions  of  others.  This  may  not  be  exactly  conscience — 
which  deals,  at  least  primarily,  with  moral  aspects  of  one’s  own  life — but 
it  is  part  of  this  whole  moral  capacity.  All  this  is  unique  for  persons:  an 
animal  may  learn  that  certain  acts  bring  praise  or  reward,  others  bring 
censure  or  punishment — but  that  is  far  from  a  recognition  of  moral  quality. 

The  second  function  of  conscience  is  the  moral  imperative  or  dynamic. 
It  is  the  sense  of  urgency  that  one  ought  to  do  the  right  and  not  do  the  wrong 
— a  sense  of  duty  and  of  obligation,  constraining  one  to  follow  the  conclu¬ 
sions  reached  by  the  moral  understanding,  to  refrain  from  yielding  to  any 
blandishments  and  allurements  that  might  come  from  possibilities  that  are 
deemed  improper  or  unworthy,  and  to  strive  to  accomplish  the  purposes 
that  have  been  chosen.  There  is  also  the  urgency  to  choose  the  greater  good 
rather  than  the  lesser,  and  to  persevere  in  achieving  it,  in  spite  of  the  greater 
cost  that  may  be  entailed — either  greater  effort  required  or  greater  sacrifice 
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of  what  may  seem  desirable  and  may  actually  have  real  but  minor  value. 
Probably  to  be  classified  here  also  is  the  sense  of  concern  about  injustices 
and  various  sufferings  endured  by  others,  with  the  urge  to  do  something 
to  relieve  or  to  help.  Of  course  there  is  no  compulsive  power  in  these  areas, 
but  strong  influence  is  exerted. 

Various  motives  for  obedience  to  the  moral  judgments  that  are  reached 
may  be  adduced  to  strengthen  this  urgency — for  example,  the  fact  of  God’s 
will;  grateful  appreciation  for  God’s  goodness;  the  inherent  rightness  of 
right  and  wrongness  of  wrong;  the  beauty  of  love  and  kindness  and  the 
repulsiveness  of  evil;  a  sense  of  personal  responsibility  for  one’s  conduct; 
the  valuable  results,  to  self  and  to  others,  from  doing  right;  the  disvalues 
from  doing  wrong,  including  the  danger  of  suffering  or  punishment  and  the 
failure  to  attain  worthy  goals;  good  examples  set  by  admired  people,  es¬ 
pecially  Christ;  and  warnings  from  bad  examples.  This  sense  of  urgency 
often  goes  beyond  the  individual  and  reaches  out  to  others,  both  to  lead 
them  to  take  moral  issues  seriously  and  to  stimulate  motivating  influences 
in  them. 

In  God  there  is  probably  neyer  any  struggle  between  tendencies  to  do 
good  and  to  do  evil,  for  “God  cannot  be  tempted  with  evil”  (Jas  1:  13). 
There  are  a  few  hints  that  God  may  consider  actions  that  are  improper  or 
evil,  but  rejects  them — for  example,  “How  can  I  give  you  up !  How  can 
I  make  you  like  Admah  !”  (Hos  11:8).  But  in  general,  since  moral  standards 
arise  from  and  express  his  very  nature,  it  would  seem  he  does  good  automat¬ 
ically.  Also,  he  is  active  to  exert  influence  on  men  to  choose  and  do  the 
good  and  to  avoid  evil — both  by  direct  commands  and  by  various  other 
motivations.  The  Spirit  of  God  works  to  guide,  inspire,  and  strengthen 
man  in  the  good  way  and  to  dissuade  from  evil — for  example,  see  Neh  9: 
20;  Ps  143:  10;  Ezek  36:  27;  Gal  5:  22  f.  Man  only  very  imperfectly  reflects 
God’s  moral  dynamic. 

The  third  area  of  the  functioning  of  a  person  in  this  realm  is  the  moral 
judiciary.  Conscience  passes  judgment  on  what  has  been  done  or  left  un¬ 
done — either  to  condemn  and  give  a  sense  of  guilt  and  shame  or  to  approve 
and  give  a  feeling  of  satisfaction  (cf  Rom  2:  15).  Such  passing  of  judgment 
(just  as  the  other  moral  functionings)  reaches  beyond  oneself,  to  commend 
or  to  censure  the  actions  of  others.  This  third  function  also  reinforces  the 
second  one;  it  becomes  an  influence  in  making  succeeding  choices  rightly, 
and  strengthens  the  urgency  to  persevere  in  the  good. 

The  popular  saying  that  conscience  is  the  voice  of  God  is  scarcely  ac¬ 
curate  with  reference  to  gaining  moral  ideas  or  condemning  evil;  at  best, 
there  would  seem  to  be  a  sort  of  echo  of  God’s  voice,  or  concurrence  with 
it.  The  idea  is  somewhat  more  probable  in  the  urging  of  obedience.  All 
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three  functional  areas  have  similarity  to  God’s  moral  activity;  but  man 
often  does  not  succeed  in  reaching  the  divine  moral  realities. 

The  idea  has  sometimes  been  advanced  that  the  divine  image  means — or 
originally  meant — moral  and  spiritual  perfection.  This  is  not  said  in  Gene¬ 
sis,  and  almost  surely  is  not  implied.  The  absence  of  sin  is  not  the  same  as 
moral  perfection,  which  includes  developed  positive  virtue.  And  the  fel¬ 
lowship  with  God,  though  pictured  as  intimate  at  times,  does  not  seem  to 
have  been  full  and  complete.  Even  if  the  original  state  of  man  had  included 
moral  perfection — a  special  high  quality  associated  with  the  basic  fact  of 
personal  quality  which  was  then  lost — this  was  not  the  essential  of  the 
divine  image.  The  New  Testament  references  to  the  truly  spiritual  likeness 
to  God  which  is  the  result  of  his  saving  grace  (for  example,  Eph  4:  24;  Col 
3:  10)  obviously  say  nothing  about  what  man  was  as  originally  created. 
Available  evidence  indicates  that  man  was  endowed  in  creation  with  moral 
capacity,  not  moral  perfection. 

The  fourth  major  aspect  of  man  to  be  noted  lies  in  the  social  area — the 
capacity  for  friendship  and  for  sharing  in  mutual  interests  and  activities 
with  other  persons.  It  would  be  possible  to  combine  this  with  the  second 
general  area  noted  above  (capacity  for  fellowship  with  God)  under  a  general 
idea  of  interpersonal  relationships;  but  the  divine-human  and  the  inter¬ 
human  have  significant  differences,  and  each  is  important,  so  that  it  seems 
preferable  to  consider  them  separately.  Just  as  God  has  active  relations 
with  persons  (both  human  and  angelic),  so  the  divine  image  involves  im¬ 
portant  relations  with  others. 

Human  social  relationship  is  on  a  much  higher  level  than  such  gregarious¬ 
ness  and  cooperation  as  are  found,  for  example,  in  a  hive  of  bees,  a  hill  of 
ants,  or  a  herd  of  elephants.  It  is  distinctly  different  from  any  group  or¬ 
ganization  of  animals,  in  that  it  includes  a  more  profound  quality  of  conscious 
fellowship,  without  the  need  for  physical  propinquity,  and  planned  activities 
on  a  vastly  broader  scale.  In  addition  to  the  richness  of  the  male-female 
and  other  family  relationships,  there  are  important  community  and  national 
aspects  and  a  great  many  significant  associations  in  terms  of  specialized 
interests. 

Men  have  responsibilities  to  their  fellowmen  as  well  as  to  God.  God 
confronts  us  with  them.  They  are  ones  whom  God  loves  and  for  whom  Christ 
died  and  rose  again.  We  are  to  recognize  and  give  careful  attention  to  the 
divine  image  which  characterizes  all  humans,  and  act  appropriately,  not 
only  in  matters  of  right  moral  conduct  in  dealing  with  them  but  also  in 
feelings  of  respect  for  them,  in  kindly  fellowship,  and  in  active  help. 

Of  the  several  distinctive  aspects  of  man,  the  Bible  makes  most  explicit 
mention  of  supremacy  over  nature .  “Fill  the  earth  and  subdue  it;  and  have 
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dominion  .  .  .  over  every  living  thing”  (Gen  1 :  28).  “Thou  hast  given  him 
dominion  over  the  works  of  thy  hands;  thou  hast  put  all  things  under  his 
feet,  all  sheep  and  oxen  .  .  .”  (Ps  8:  6  f).  This  is  sometimes  considered  a 
result  of  the  creation  in  the  divine  image  rather  than  a  part  of  its  essence. 
But  certainly  such  supremacy  is  characteristic  of  God  himself;  and  so  it 
seems  appropriate  to  classify  it  as  a  real  aspect  of  the  divine  image.  Con¬ 
trol  over  animals  is  stressed  in  both  Bible  passages  just  noted;  but  the  lan¬ 
guage  is  general  enough  to  be  much  more  inclusive.  This  properly  covers 
a  multitude  of  factors  in  ordinary  human  life,  as  well  as  the  whole  vast 
realm  of  scientific  achievement. 

An  important  aspect  closely  related  to  the  foregoing  is  creativity .  God  is 
always  emphasized  as  Creator.  Does  man  share  in  this  power?  In  the  ab¬ 
solute  and  primary  sense,  it  is  only  God  who  creates;  and  in  the  Bible, 
only  he  is  spoken  of  as  creating.  But  in  a  secondary  sense,  this  power  has 
been  conferred  on  man.  It  is  found  in  three  areas. 

The  first  area  is  procreation,  the  producing  of  new  human  lives:  “God 
said,  ‘Be  fruitful  and  multiply’”  (Gen  1:  28).  Various  characteristics  in 
parents  often  reappear  in  children;  and  this  is  thought  not  to  be  entirely 
the  result  of  postnatal  influences.  Thus  there  seems  to  be  effective  human 
participation  in  producing  not  only  the  body  of  a  child  but  also  the  person¬ 
ality.  Some  believe  that  each  individual  self  is  a  direct  creation  by  God; 
and  this  is  partly  supported  by  Jer  38:  16.  But  inasmuch  as  even  the  body 
of  an  infant  is  said  to  be  formed  by  God  (for  example,  Job  10:  8;  Jer  1:  5), 
all  that  can  be  taken  as  certain  is  that  the  ultimate  power  is  God’s;  it  is 
quite  conceivable  that  he  has  delegated  the  actual  direct  exercise  of  this 
power  to  man.  And  the  theory  of  traducianism  is  probably  more  widely 
held  than  is  direct  creationism — that  is,  that  in  the  act  of  propagation, 
the  soul,  as  well  as  the  body,  is  produced  by  human  instrumentality. 

The  second  area  in  which  human  action  is  commonly  called  creative  is 
art.  Writers  are  said  to  create  characters  in  novels  and  to  create  poetry; 
painters  create  pictures  with  new  and  distinctive  qualities;  sculptors  create 
statues;  architects  create  novel  structures. 

The  third  creative  area  is  scientific  invention,  with  the  devising  of  new 
instruments  and  gadgets  that  have  wonderful  potencies.  We  seem  to  have 
no  better  word  than  “create”  to  designate  such  achievements  that  are 
characterized  by  newness. 

There  is  one  more  distinctive  and  significant  aspect  of  man  that  belongs 
in  this  analysis — the  capacity  for  immortality .  But  that  will  be  considered 
in  the  following  main  section. 
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The  Inner  Personal  Self 

Occasional  reference  has  already  been  made  to  the  idea  of  the  inner  self. 
This  crucial  concept  needs  to  be  further  considered.  The  materialistic  idea 
has  often  been  advanced  that  the  varied  activities  of  man  are  merely  the 
more  or  less  mechanical  functioning  of  a  biological-neurological  organism, 
that  man  is  just  a  bundle  of  reactions.  But  certainly  there  must  be  some¬ 
thing  that  has  adequate  ability  to  react  in  the  unique  ways,  a  being  with 
appropriate  quality  to  have  and  to  exercise  the  various  special  capacities 
and  powers.  Many  actions,  attitudes,  and  relationships  of  which  only  per¬ 
sons  are  capable  have  been  noted  above;  and  this  implies  that  the  actor  is 
a  distinctively  personal  being,  far  above  a  mere  organization  of  psycho¬ 
physical  systems. 

There  is  some  value — but  also  some  danger — in  designating  this  personal 
being  as  a  personality.  This  word  is  used  with  a  variety  of  significances. 
There  is  the  loose  popular  use  for  the  degree  of  charm  and  attractiveness 
or  of  energy  and  forcefulness  that  a  person  has.  Closely  allied  is  a  somewhat 
broader  view  of  the  particular  individuality  of  a  person,  including  such 
things  as  temperament,  special  interests  and  capabilities,  habits,  and  traits 
of  character.  Such  uses  tend  to  divert  attention  from  the  deeper  conception 
that  a  personality  is  a  spiritual  entity  with  distinctive  powers  and  capacities 
of  a  personal  sort.  Because  of  such  possibilities  of  confusion,  it  is  probably 
better  to  use  a  term  such  as  the  “personal  self”  or  the  “inner  self”  for  this 
more  profound  idea. 

For  this  inner  self,  the  word  “heart”  is  sometimes  used.  The  Hebrew 
words  for  “heart”  occur  eight  hundred  and  fifty  times  in  the  Bible;  the 
Greek  word  about  one  hundred  and  fifty  times.  Almost  always  these  words 
actually  refer  to  the  mind  and  thought,  the  desires  and  the  will,  the  moral 
character  and  conscience,  the  emotions,  or  the  inner  man  in  general — for 
example,  Jer  31:  33;  Mt  5:  28;  Mk  7:  6;  Lk  6:  45.  Sometimes  the  writers 
may  have  used  the  word  literally,  thinking  that  the  psychological  functions 
operated  through  the  physical  organ.  But  this  seems  impossible  in  some 
passages;  for  example,  no  surgical  operation  is  contemplated  when  God 
says,  “I  will  take  out  of  your  flesh  the  heart  of  stone  and  give  you  a  heart 
of  flesh”  (Ezek  36:  26).  The  same  is  true  in  the  command,  “Circumcise  the 
foreskin  of  your  heart”  (Deut  10:  16).  And  no  physical  ill  is  involved  in 
a  “broken  heart”  (Ps  51:  17).  In  such  passages,  the  completely  figurative 
use,  referring  to  the  personal  self,  is  inescapable.  Even  when  the  physical 
organ  may  have  been  thought  of  as  seat  or  instrument,  the  emphasis  is 
clearly  on  the  personal  self  that  functioned  through  it.  And  references  to 
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God’s  heart  must  be  entirely  personal  and  spiritual  in  meaning,  with  no 
implication  of  anything  physical — for  example,  Jer  3:  15;  Acts  13:  22, 

Attention  must  be  given  also  to  the  word  “soul,”  Sometimes  objection 
is  made  to  a  religious  use  of  this  word,  because  undesirable  associations 
from  Greek  philosophy  may  cling  to  it.  But  it  is  a  prominent  biblical  word, 
occurring  in  RSV  over  two  hundred  times  in  the  Old  Testament  and  over 
fifty  times  in  the  New  Testament.  The  picture  is  somewhat  complicated 
by  the  fact  that  both  the  Hebrew  nephesh  and  the  Greek  psuche  often  have 
other  meanings,  such  as  “life,”  or  “person,”  or  various  psychical  powers  or 
activities.  So  “my  soul”  may  simply  be  “I  myself,”  and  often  “soul”  is  to 
be  understood  as  indicating  a  psycho-physical  totality.  But  by  no  means 
is  this  always  the  case.  Undoubtedly  it  sometimes  means  the  moral  center, 
the  inner  or  spiritual  self,  with  no  reference  whatever  to  the  body — for 
example,  “The  law  of  the  Lord  is  perfect,  reviving  the  soul”  (Ps  19:  7); 
“he  whose  soul  is  not  upright  in  him”  (Hab  2:  4).  In  fact,  a  few  times  the 
soul  is  put  in  specific  contrast  to  the  body.  “Shall  1  give  .  .  .  the  fruit  of 
my  body  for  the  sin  of  my  soul?”  (Mic  6:  7).  “Do  not  fear  those  who  kill 
the  body  but  cannot  kill  the  soul”  (Mt  10:  28).  The  statements  in  Jas  1: 
21  and  1  Pet  1:  9  about  saving  the  soul  certainly  refer  to  the  inner  personal 
self  and  carry  no  associated  implication  about  the  body.  That  the  word 
came  to  be  used  of  the  spiritual  self  appears  also  in  the  references  to  God’s 
soul  in  at  least  seventeen  passages  in  the  Old  Testament — for  example, 
in  Ps  11:  5,  “his  soul”  refers  to  God;  and  God  says  “my  soul”  in  Lev  26:  30; 
Jer  12:  7.  The  term  points  emphatically  to  the  personal  being  of  God, 
certainly  with  no  implication  that  a  physical  body  is  involved. 

Because  of  possible  ambiguity  and  confusion  in  the  significance  of  soul 
and  personality,  “spirit”  is  a  better  word  for  the  inner  self — as  often  in  the 
Bible — for  example,  “Blessed  is  the  man  ...  in  whose  spirit  there  is  no 
deceit”  (Ps  32:  2);  “What  person  knows  a  man’s  thoughts  except  the  spirit 
of  the  man  which  is  in  him?”  (1  Cor  2:  11).  The  spirit  is  contrasted  with 
the  body,  even  spoken  of  as  independent  of  it — for  example,  “.  .  .  for  the 
destruction  of  the  flesh,  that  his  spirit  may  be  saved”  (1  Cor  5:  5);  “The 
dust  returns  to  the  earth  as  it  was,  and  the  spirit  returns  to  God  who  gave 
it”  (Eccles  12:  7).  Some  Greek  influence  is  possible  in  this  last  statement. 
But  there  is  at  least  a  partial  parallel  in  the  word  of  Jesus  as  his  body  was 
dying  on  the  cross — soon  to  be  placed  in  the  tomb:  “Father,  into  thy  hands 
I  commit  my  spirit”  (Lk  23:  46).  Similar  is  Stephen’s  word,  as  recorded 
in  Acts  7:  59.  Also,  in  view  of  the  prominence  of  the  Spirit  of  God,  speaking 
of  man’s  spirit  emphasizes  his  close  relationship  with  God. 

There  is  further  support,  if  any  is  needed,  for  the  distinct  recognition  of 
the  inner  self:  “Thou  desirest  truth  in  the  inward  being”  (Ps  51:  6);  “I  will 
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put  my  law  within  them”  [literally,  “in  their  inward  part”]  (Jer31:  33). 
Even  God  says,  “My  heart  [literally,  “my  inward  parts”]  yearns  for  him” 
(Jer  31:  20;  and  cf,  similarly,  Is  63:  15).  Certainly  God  was  not  thought  of 
as  having  physical  viscera,  although  that  was  the  basic  meaning  of  the 
word  used  in  these  last  two  passages;  the  supposed  (human)  seat  of  emotion 
had  become  an  established  symbol  for  the  personal  self. 

From  all  this  it  is  evident  that  the  reality  of  the  inner  spiritual  self, 
distinct  from  the  body,  was  recognized  and  expressed  in  the  Bible,  even 
though  not  with  perfect  clarity  and  precision  of  language  or  with  complete 
consistency;  where  unity  is  emphasized,  it  is  a  functional  unity.  The  es¬ 
sence  of  the  divine  image  is  in  this  inner  personal  self. 

The  question  may  well  be  raised  here  whether  infants,  and  idiots,  have 
the  divine  image.  When  we  think  in  terms  of  powers,  either  as  actually 
functioning  or  as  latent  capacities,  rather  than  of  positive  existing  qualities, 
it  is  obvious  that  infants  have  the  divine  image.  They  are  persons,  with  an 
inner  spiritual  self  that  can  develop — they  do  not  just  gradually  become  per¬ 
sons.  As  for  idiots,  certain  unfortunate  conditions  cause  the  inherent  capaci¬ 
ties  to  remain  in  a  permanently  undeveloped  state  in  this  life;  but  they  are 
still  persons,  with  an  inner  spiritual  self.  They  too  have  the  divine  image. 

With  this  background,  the  implications  for  the  future  may  now  be  con¬ 
sidered.  Although  there  is  some  variation  in  the  biblical  evidence,  the 
preponderant  testimony  indicates  conscious  survival.  There  are  two  alter¬ 
native  views.  A  very  few  passages,  coming  from  a  spirit  of  skepticism  or 
hopeless  discouragement,  suggest  annihilation  (Job  7:  21;  Ps  39:  13).  How¬ 
ever,  so  far  as  the  wicked  are  concerned,  it  is  inconceivable  that  a  personal 
self  would  cease  to  exist  at  physical  death  and,  then,  that  a  righteous  and 
loving  God  would  perform  what  would  amount  to  a  new  act  of  creation  to 
produce  a  personal  being,  at  the  time  of  resurrection,  in  order  to  consign 
him  to  eternal  suffering  for  the  sin  of  one  who  formerly  existed.  Almost 
equally  difficult  is  the  idea  of  a  new  person  inheriting  the  blessings  promised 
to  the  godly. 

There  are  several  references  to  death  as  a  sleep — for  example,  Dan  12:  2; 
Jn  11:  11-13;  1  Thess  4:  13-15.  Also,  there  are  a  few  statements  that  the 
dead  have  no  knowledge,  no  experience  of  God,  and  therefore  probably  no 
consciousness  (for  example,  Ps  6:  5;  Eccles  9:  10);  these  are  in  terms  of  the 
semi-heathen  idea  of  Sheol — a  cheerless,  sorrowful  situation.  And  some 
scholars  consider  such  statements  determinative,  and  believe  that  between 
death  and  resurrection  people  are  in  a  sort  of  coma — unconscious,  dormant, 
inert. 

But  there  are  other  passages  that  point  strongly  in  the  opposite  direction. 
The  significant  message  given  several  times  in  the  Old  Testament  is  that 
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the  basic  blessedness  of  fellowship  with  God  will  continue.  It  is  said  of 
Enoch  that  he  “walked  with  God;  and  he  was  not,  for  God  took  him”  (Gen 
5:  24);  obviously  “he  was  not”  means  he  was  not  on  earth,  he  was  gone — not 
that  he  ceased  to  exist.  Apparently  he  went  directly  to  a  fuller  fellowship 
with  God.  The  same  is  true  of  Elijah  (2  Kings  2:  11).  The  outburst  of  faith 
in  Job  19:  26  is  noteworthy:  “Then  without  my  flesh  I  shall  see  God”  (this 
is  the  most  probable  translation  of  a  difficult  and  possibly  corrupt  passage). 
The  climax  is  in  Ps  73:  23  f:  “I  am  continually  with  thee  .  .  .  afterward  thou 
wilt  receive  me  to  glory.”  Briggs,  Fleming  James,  Oesterley,  Terrien, 
Weiser,  and  other  commentators  see  here  the  conscious  survival  of  the  person, 
a  richer  fullness  of  fellowship  with  God,  a  true  life  after  death.  Two  other 
noteworthy  passages  in  the  Psalms  transcend  the  popular  idea  of  Sheol. 
The  writer  of  Ps  49:  15  believed  that  God  either  would  take  him  directly 
to  himself,  instead  of  letting  him  go  to  Sheol,  or  else  would  quickly  deliver 
him  from  there.  And  Ps  139:  8  has  the  unique  idea  that  God  is  in  Sheol 
as  well  as  in  heaven,  so  that  even  there  one  would  not  be  cut  off  from  his 
presence.  Conscious  survival  appears  also  apart  from  this  faith  in  God. 
In  the  strange  picture  in  Is  14:  9  ff,  at  least  kings  (not  all  of  whom,  surely, 
would  be  godly)  are  shown  as  speaking.  Obviously  none  of  these  are  sub¬ 
sequent  to  resurrection. 

The  New  Testament  has  equally  significant  teachings.  We  note  first  the 
events  of  the  Transfiguration:  Moses  and  Elijah  talked  with  Jesus.  Later 
Jesus  said  that  God  is  “God  ...  of  the  living”  (Mk  12:  27);  and  since  he  is 
the  God  of  Abraham,  Isaac,  and  Jacob,  they  are  living.  The  parable  of 
Dives  and  Lazarus  (Lk  16:  19-31)  — though  certainly  we  need  not  take  all 
details  literally — would  have  no  point  whatever  if  there  were  no  continuing 
conscious  personal  existence  for  both  the  godly  and  the  ungodly.  Jesus  said 
to  the  penitent  thief,  “Today  you  will  be  with  me  in  Paradise”  (Lk  23:  43) — 
obviously  alive  and  conscious.  The  preaching  to  “the  spirits  in  prison” 
(1  Pet  3:  19)  almost  surely  was  before  the  resurrection  of  Jesus;  and  of  course 
those  who  heard  him  were  conscious.  Paul  says,  “To  depart  and  be  with 
Christ  ...  is  far  better  .  .  .  [than]  to  remain  in  the  flesh”  (Phil  1:  23  f). 
This  is  important  testimony  to  the  distinction  between  the  body  and  the 
personal  self  as  well  as  to  the  continuation  of  the  latter  in  conscious  fellow¬ 
ship  with  Christ.  This  clearly  points  to  immediate  experience  after  death, 
not  to  a  future  resurrection  situation;  so  also  all  these  references.  But  none 
of  them  exclude  or  contradict  a  future  resurrection,  with  an  enriching  trans¬ 
formation  for  the  godly. 

It  is  understandable  that  there  is  some  opposition  to  using  the  word 
“immortality.”  This  is  partly  because  it  has  been  contaminated  by  Greek 
philosophic  speculations.  Also,  God  “alone  has  immortality”  (1  Tim  6:  16). 
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This,  however,  is  to  be  understood  as  meaning  that  deathlessness  is  inherent 
only  in  God.  But  God  can  bestow  this  on  man.  In  the  New  Testament 
this  endowment  is  mentioned  specifically  only  for  Christians:  “When  the 
mortal  puts  on  immortality  .  .  .  death  is  swallowed  up  in  victory  .  .  .  God 
gives  us  the  victory  through  our  Lord  Jesus  Christ”  (1  Cor  15:  54,  57;  cf 
also  2  Tim  1:  10).  It  seems  that  here  immortality  has  practically  the  same 
rich  significance  as  eternal  life — that  is,  not  merely  existence  beyond  this 
earthly  life,  but  the  blessed  condition  promised  to  those  who  are  in  Christ 
by  faith.  It  is  not  said  whether  this  bestowal  of  immortality  is  at  resurrection 
or  previously. 

On  the  whole,  even  though  the  word  “immortality”  has  some  New  Testa¬ 
ment  use,  it  is  probably  better  to  avoid  the  difficulties  and  possible  ambi¬ 
guities  that  it  raises  (either  of  mere  philosophical  humanism  or  of  the  glori¬ 
ous  eternal  life  and  of  timing)  by  using  some  expression  (as  partly  suggested 
already)  such  as  “the  continued  conscious  existence  of  the  personal  self 
under  the  power  of  God.”  The  Bible  has  no  specific  statement  of  how  the 
ungodly  are  caused  to  continue  existing — it  just  shows  the  fact,  as  has  been 
noted  above  with  reference  to  Dives,  the  kings  in  Is  14,  and  the  spirits 
in  prison;  the  term  “immortality”  is  not  applied  to  them. 

There  is  no  evidence  that  any  subhuman  creature  has  any  life  beyond 
this  earthly  life  in  the  flesh.  If  one  would  assume  that  some  animals  do, 
it  would  be  practically  impossible  to  find  a  reasonable  line  of  demarcation 
between  those  that  do  and  those  that  do  not.  But  it  seems  that  all  human 
beings  have  this  capacity;  and  so  it  is  to  be  seen  as  being  included  in  the 
divine  image. 


The  Importance  of  This 

The  basic  message  in  the  creation  story  is  echoed  several  times  in  the  Bible. 
The  divine  image  is  mentioned  twice  more  in  Genesis — in  5:  1  and  9:  6. 
Probably  Job  32:  8  refers  to  it.  It  is  specifically  stated  in  1  Cor  11:7  and 
Jas  3:  9.  Most  special  is  Ps  8.  Someone  has  said  that  this  is  Gen  1  set  to 
music — even  though  the  distinctive  words  are  not  used. 

These  passages  show  that  the  divine  image  is  a  continuing  reality  and 
permanent  value  for  mankind.  There  have  been  some  attempts  to  limit 
it  to  the  original  creation  and  to  claim  that  it  was  lost  when  man  fell  into 
sin — especially  by  those  holding  the  view  (rejected  above)  that  it  meant 
moral  perfection.  But  both  New  Testament  statements  just  mentioned  in¬ 
dicate  it  as  a  present  fact.  Men  have  the  divine  image — they  did  not  only 
previously  have  it.  The  essence  of  the  divine  image  was  not  lost  in  the  fall. 
It  was  damaged  but  not  destroyed — defaced  but  not  effaced.  All  the  various 
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powers  and  functions  were,  indeed,  weakened  and  perverted — spiritual, 
moral,  psychological.  But  the  basic  reality  remains,  with  the  various 
capacities  that  make  human  life  uniquely  significant. 

The  divine  image  is  the  foundation  of  the  whole  religious  philosophy  about 
man.  Herein  lies  the  distinctive  quality  of  human  life.  It  is  the  basis  of 
man’s  dignity  and  value,  and  also  of  his  responsibility.  It  is  this  that  both 
enables  man  to  receive  spiritual  salvation  and  makes  him  worth  saving. 
It  makes  his  life  here  meaningful,  and  makes  possible  the  outreach  to  con¬ 
tinued  and  increased  significance  beyond  this  life. 

The  ethical  powers  that  have  been  noted  are  essential  for  any  real  morality. 
This  requires  that  choices  of  action  can  be  made  by  exercising  a  rational  and 
responsible  volition.  The  person  must  not  be  a  victim  of  determinism,  with 
actions  predetermined  and  completely  controlled  by  inheritance,  by  pre¬ 
vious  experiences,  by  any  material  or  psychic  mechanism  of  absolute  causa¬ 
tion,  or  by  any  other  compulsive  force.  Neither  may  a  person  be  of  such  a 
nature  that  there  would  simply  be  blind,  erratic,  irresponsible,  arbitrary 
actions  according  to  mere  whim  or  impulse  or  caprice,  without  intelligent 
purpose  or  motivation  and  regardless  of  previously  established  and  existing 
character.  Thus  the  whole  range  of  psychical  powers,  and  their  specialized 
application  in  conscience,  are  needed.  Also,  for  the  higher  levels  of  good, 
both  the  relationship  with  God  and  the  social  outlook  are  necessary.  Thus 
extensive  areas  of  the  divine  image  are  important  for  the  proper  moral 
functioning. 

As  this  divinely  given  dignity  of  human  nature  is  more  clearly  recognized, 
it  becomes  a  valuable  stimulus  both  to  nobler  effort  and  worthier  living  by 
the  individual  and  to  finer  relations  with  others. 
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Chiasmus  in  Job:  A  Text-Critical 
and  Philological  Criterion 


Failure  to  appreciate  the  chiastic  word  order  may  account  for 
Otto  Eissfeldt’s1  unsatisfactory  translation  of  UT,  51:  VII:  37-39: 

wy'n  align  b'l 

ib  b*l  Im  th§  a:b 

Im  th&  nlq  dmrn  b:a' 

Und  es  hob  an  Aliyan  Baal: 

Ihr  Feinde  Hadads,  warum  meidet(  ?)  ihr, 
warum  meidet(  ?)  ihr  die  Waffe  Demarus  ? 

In  the  second  and  third  cola,  the  position  of  Im  th§  suggests  a  chiastic  ar¬ 
rangement;  this  means  that  disputed  ntq  dmrn  should  be  the  close  semantic 
counterpart  of  ib  b%  “0  foes  of  Baal!”  in  an  a:b:b:a'  sequence: 

And  Puissant  Baal  replied: 

O  foes  of  Baal,  why  do  you  flee, 

why  do  you  flee,  O  assailants  of  Demarous  ? 

Since  it  is  now  apparent  from  UT ,  2001:  7-8,  that  dmrn  is  an  epithet  of 
bcl — and  that  is  the  point2  Eissfeldt  wanted  to  make — it  becomes  very 
probable  that  the  one  remaining  uncertain  word,  ntq ,  is  a  synonym  of  ib , 
“foes.”  Eissfeldt  interprets  ntq  as  the  noun  Waffe ,  but  the  apparent  chiastic 
parallelism  of  ntq  dmrn  and  ib  b*l  suggests  that  ntq  are  persons,  hence  to 
be  parsed  as  a  qal  participle  of  ntq ,  from  which  derive  Ugar  ntq,  “weapon,” 
“ballista,”  “missile,”  and  Heb  ne§eq  or  neSeq,  “weapons,”  “missiles.”  When 
ntq  dmrn  is  rendered  “assailants  of  Baal,”  the  verb  th§  can  be  identified 
with  Heb  huS,  “to  hasten,  make  haste,  flee.” 
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The  hypothesis  proposed  in  this  paper  may  be  stated  thus:  when  the  poet 
uses  the  chiastic  word  order,  the  synonymy  of  the  parallel  members  tends 
to  be  stricter  than  when  the  order  is  not  chiastic.3  It  bids  fair  to  alleviate 
the  ambiguity  in  numerous  verses  of  the  book  of  Job;  in  several  verses 
(e.g.,  34:  6)  it  elicits  sense  for  the  first  time.  To  bring  out  more  clearly  the 
chiastic  structure  of  the  original,  the  translations  will  be  very  literal,  hewing 
to  the  Hebrew  word  order  as  closely  as  English  idiom  will  permit. 

Job  21:  9  may  be  chosen  as  the  first  example  because  it  focuses  the  prob¬ 
lem  sharply: 


bottihem  §aldm  mippahad  a:b 

weloy  Sebet  >eldah  talihem  b':a' 

In  their  houses  is  prosperity  without  fear, 
and  the  rod  of  God  is  not  upon  them. 

Uncertainty  touches  only  the  first  colon;  the  phrase  bottihem  §dlom  mip- 
pahad  may  be  parsed  either  in  the  light  of  Job  5:  24,  weyada<ta  kl  Salom 
> oh°lekat  “You  shall  know  that  your  tent  is  safe”  (RSV),  or,  in  view  of  its 
immediate  counterpart,  welo *  Sebet  >eldah  ,alihem ,  “and  the  rod  of  God  is 
not  upon  them,”  a  nominal  sentence  consisting  of  a  subject  and  prepositional 
phrase.  If  we  assume  a  similar  nominal  sentence  in  the  first  colon  and  a 
chiastic  arrangement  of  the  entire  verse,  then  ambivalent  bottehem  answers 
to  prepositional  <alihem  both  in  function  as  well  as  in  sound.  Hebrew  gram¬ 
mars  and  lexica  admit  the  wide  prepositional  use  of  bit  when  in  the  con¬ 
struct  state — that  is,  it  need  not  be  preceded  by  the  preposition  K4  A 
close  parallel  is  Prov  15:  6,  bet  saddiq  tydsen  rab ,  “In  the  house  of  the  just 
man  is  much  treasure,”  where  the  apparatus  of  BHK\  “1  c  Targ  bebit ,” 
may  safely  be  ignored.5  Equally  to  be  declined  are  proposals  to  emend 
§alom  to  §alemu  on  the  authority  of  LXX,  Syr,  and  Vulg  (so  Siegfried, 
Duhm),  or  to  Salw  (Houbigant),  or  to  §elewim  (Perles). 

The  assonance  of  parallel  bottehem ,  “in  their  houses,”  and  <alihemy  “upon 
them,”  suggests  that  in  the  preceding  verse  (Job  21:  8)  lipnihem ,  “in  front 
of  them,”  was  intended  to  balance  assonant  le<inehem>  “before  their  eyes.” 
Hence  the  athnach  of  MT  should  be  advanced  from  limmam  to  lipnihem 
and  Job  21:  8  be  read  and  scanned  as  follows: 

zar'am  nakdn  lipnihem  a:b:c 

'ammlm  (MT  Hmmdm)  ( we )  seyesd’Shem  le<inihem  b':a':c' 

Their  progeny  is  settled  in  front  of  them, 
vigorous  is  their  offspring  before  their  eyes. 
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In  MT  the  line  seems  overlong,  and  BHK3  suggests  either  the  deletion  of 
lipnehem  or  the  transfer  of  'immam,  repointed  'ammam,  to  the  second  colon. 
When,  however,  lipnihem  and  le'enihem  are  seen  to  balance  each  other,  the 
chiastic  arrangement  of  the  remaining  four  words  comes  into  view.  Since 
zar'am,  “their  progeny,”  obviously  pairs  with  se'esa’ghem,  “their  offspring,” 
one  may  conclude  that  uncertain  'mm  chiastically  answers  to  participial 
nakon,  “settled.”  Accordingly,  vocalize  as  plural  adjective  ‘ammim  from 
the  root  *'mm,  “to  be  vigorous,  sagacious.”6  Consonantal  'mm  would  then 
be  another  instance  of  scriptio  defectiva,  so  characteristic  of  the  text  of 
Job.7 


Job  6:  15  'ahay  bagedu  kemd  nahal  a:b:c 

ka'apiq  n'halim  ya'abdr&  c':b' 

My  brothers  have  been  treacherous  as  a  wadi, 
like  a  source  of  wadis  they  have  vanished. 

The  ambivalent  word  here  is  ya'abdru.  Is  its  subject  'ahay,  “my  brothers,” 
as  understood  by  KJV,  “My  brethren  have  dealt  deceitfully  as  a  brook, 
and  as  the  stream  of  brooks  they  pass  away,”  or  is  it  n‘hdlim,  “wadis,” 
as  construed  by  RSV,  “My  brethren  are  treacherous  as  a  torrent  bed,  as 
freshets  that  pass  away,”  and  by  NEB,  “But  my  brothers  have  been  treacher¬ 
ous  as  a  mountain  stream,  like  the  channels  of  streams  that  pass  away.” 
The  latter  construction  assumes  a  relative  clause  with  the  relative  pronoun 
unexpressed — no  problem  in  the  elliptical  style  of  Job — whereas  the  chiastic 
position  of  the  synonymous  middle  members  suggests  that  the  verbs  are 
also  chiastically  arranged,  with  'ahay,  “my  brothers,”  the  subject  of  both 
verbs.  It  may  be  noted  in  passing  that  the  qtljyqil  sequence  of  verbs  follows 
Canaanite  practice  (here  both  verbs  refer  to  the  same  past  time),8  and  the 
kemojka  parallelism  reflects  the  balance  of  kmjk,  witnessed  in  such  texts 
as  UT,  51:  IV:  51. 


Job  8:  5  'im  ' attah  t'Saher  'el  'el  a:b:c 

we  'el  Sadday  tithannan  c':b' 

If  you  will  seek  after  El, 

and  to  Shaddai  make  supplication. 

Since  piel  Siher  elsewhere  always  governs  the  accusative,  some  scholars 
have  proposed  either  the  emendation  of  first-colon  ‘el  to  'el  (cf.  BHK3)  or 
its  deletion.9  Others  who  retain  'el  tend  to  explain  it  on  the  analogy  of 
daraS  'el,  “to  seek  after,”10  but  a  more  immediate  explanation  is  prompted 
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by  the  chiastic  ordering  of  the  verse.  To  make  the  chiasmus  with  'el  Sadday 
perfect,  the  author  chose  a  construction  that  would  yield  * el  'el.  Here 
then  would  be  an  instance  where  the  appreciation  of  Job’s  chiastic  style 
proves  text-critically  valuable. 

Job  11:  14  'im  ' dwen  beyddeka  harhtqehd  a:b:c 

we'al  taSken  be'oholeka  *awlah  c':b':a' 

If  iniquity  is  in  your  hand,  put  it  far  away, 
and  permit  no  evil  to  dwell  in  your  tent.11 

Consonantal  tSkn  lends  itself  to  two  interpretations.  Though  MT  construed 
it  as  hiphil  lasken,  the  ancient  versions  read  it  as  qal  tiSkon.  The  application 
of  the  stylistic  principle  of  chiasmus  sustains  MT  hiphil  laSken  against  qal 
tiSkon  of  the  ancient  versions.  Since  the  line  is  apparently  patterned  in 
an  a:b:c::c':b':a'  sequence,  hiphil  taSken  makes  an  apter  counterpart  to 
hiphil  harhtqehu ,  “put  it  far  away,”  than  does  qal  tiSkon ,  which  involves  a 
shift  from  the  second  person  of  the  first  colon  to  the  third  person  in  the  latter 
half  of  the  verse.  This  shift  partially  obscures  the  chiastic  pattern. 

Job  12:  10  'Her  beyad6  nepeS  kol  hay  a:b:c 

werdah  kol  baiar  >6So  (MT  be&ar  '(&)  c':b' 

That  from  his  hand  is  the  soul  of  every  living  being, 
and  the  spirit  in  all  flesh  is  his  gift. 

Proposed  in  1965,  and  confirmed  by  a  reading  from  Qumran,12  the  reading 
is  further  sustained  by  the  stylistic  observation  that  when  the  order  is  chi¬ 
astic,  the  synonymy  tends  to  be  stricter.  In  the  present  instance,  this  means 
that  consonantal  '$  should  semantically  balance  beyadof  “from  his  hand,” 
a  balance  that  is  realized  when  it  is  vocalized  '6§6  and  derived  from  'w$, 
“to  give,  donate,”  a  well-documented  root,13  witnessed  in  Ugar  u§n,  “gift.” 
MT  'U  would  thus  have  stemmed  from  an  original  defectively  written  % 
which,  on  the  basis  of  Arab  'awsu,  “gift,”  and  Ugar  u£n,  “gift,”  I  would  now 
vocalize  as  'o§o,  to  balance  yado ,  and  to  avoid  two  accents  falling  on  two 
successive  syllables;  see  below  on  Job  41 :  7. 

Job  13:  12  zikronikem  miSli  ' iper  a:b 

legabbi  homer  gabbikem  b':a' 

Your  maxims  are  ashen  aphorisms, 
indeed  defenses  of  clay  your  defenses. 

Since  the  order  of  the  two  cola  is  chiastic,  one  may  infer  that  the  syntactic 
elements  in  each  colon  are  similar.  The  first  colon  is  a  nominal  sentence 
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consisting  of  subject  and  predicate.  One  thus  looks  for  a  predicate  followed 
by  a  subject  in  the  second  colon.  These  emerge  when  le  of  legabbe  is  con¬ 
strued  as  the  emphatic  lamedh ,14  “indeed,”  frequent  in  nominal  sentences, 
rather  than  as  the  preposition.15 


Job  15:  18  >a§er  bflkamim  yaggidti  a:b:c 

u)elo *  kihadum  >ab6tam  (MT  kihadu  me>ab6tam)  c':b' 

What  wise  men  have  told, 

and  their  fathers  did  not  conceal  from  them. 

The  chiastic  positioning  suggests  that  second  colon  1 “bolam  should  be  the 
subject  of  the  second  colon,  just  as  bflkamim,  “wise  men,”  is  the  subject  of 
the  first  colon.  This  becomes  possible  when  prepositional  me  of  MT  me'abolam 
is  attached  to  the  preceding  word,  as  has  long  been  suggested,  and  parsed 
as  the  dative  suffix.  In  the  two  transitive18  verbs  yaggidti  and  kihftdtim 
one  notices  the  yqtl-qtl  sequence  commented  upon  in  connection  with  Job 
6:  15. 


Chiasmus  and  dative  suffix  likewise  characterize  Job  31:  16: 

'im  ' emna'em  topes  (MT  > emna '  metopes)  dallim  a:b:c 

wet4nS  * almanah  'akalleh  c':b' 

If  I  have  withheld  the  poor’s  desire  from  them, 
or  the  eyes  of  the  widow  caused  to  fail. 

Since  'ene  'almanah,  “the  eyes  of  the  widow,”  is  the  direct  object,  it  would 
seem  that  its  chiastic  counterpart  kepe?  dallim,  “the  poor’s  desire,”  should 
also  be  the  direct  object.  By  attaching  the  preposition  me  of  mehepes  to 
the  preceding  verb  and  parsing  it  as  the  prospective  dative  suffix,  we  obtain 
the  desired  direct  object.  Moreover,  the  verb  manor*,  “to  withhold,”  else¬ 
where  governs  the  accusative  of  the  thing  desired,  e.g.,  Job  22:  7,  Qmera'eb 
timna '  lahem,  “and  from  the  hungry  you  withheld  bread,”  or  the  accusative 
of  the  person  refused,  e.g.,  Num  24:  11,  mena'aka  yhwh  mikkabod,  “Yahweh 
has  refused  you  glory.”  The  dative  suffix  of  'emna'em,  “(If)  I  have  withheld 
from  them,”  recalls  Job  15:  18,  kikadtim,  “did  (not)  conceal  from  them.” 

Job  17:  7  wattekah  mikka'ai  'int  a:b:c 

wfsuray  kassel  kalu-mi  (MT  kullam)  c':b':a' 

Dimmed  with  sorrow  is  mine  eye, 
and  my  limbs  like  a  shadow  are  wasted. 
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The  evident  chiasmus  of  the  line  points  to  the  desirability  of  a  verb  in 
consonantal  klm.  This  stylistic  observation  lends  support  to  the  suggestion 
of  N.M.  Sarna17  that  kalu  plus  enclitic  mem  be  read  for  MT  kullam.  I  would 
vocalize  kalu-ml,  to  produce  assonance  with  cem  and  to  even  the  syllable 
count  at  8:  8. 

Job  19:  14  mimmennt  hadel&  qerdbay  a:b:c 

umtyuddd'ay  §ekehdni  c':b':a' 

From  me  have  fallen  away  my  close  friends, 
and  my  kinsmen  have  forgotten  me. 

With  the  transposition  of  mimmennt  from  the  end  of  vs  13  to  the  beginning 
of  vs  14,  the  syllable  count  of  vs  13  becomes  7:  7  and  that  of  vs  14  evens  at 
9:  9.  What  is  more,  in  vs  14  an  a:b:c::c':b':a'  chiastic  pattern,  so  character¬ 
istic  of  Job,  comes  to  light;  it  consists  of  prepositional  phrase:  verb:subject:: 
subject:verb:  pronominal  suffix. 

Job  20:  6  * im  ya<aleh  laSSamayim  mSy  (MT  St'd)  a:b:c 

*d  ro'Sd  la'ab  yaggtai  c':b':a' 

If  his  statue  should  rise  to  heaven, 
or  its  head  to  the  clouds  reach  up. 

The  unexplained  hapax  legomenon  sVo  presents  the  chief  difficulty  in  this 
verse.  The  chiastic  word  order  bespeaks  a  close  semantic  bond  between 
c  and  c\  The  LXX  reading,  a  tou  Id  dora ,  indicates  that  they  had  Say, 
“present,”  (Ps  68:  30;  76:  12)  in  mind.  Another  possibility  assumes  an  in¬ 
stance  of  a  shared  consonant18  whereby  the  final  mem  of  Sdmayim  also  serves 
as  the  initial  consonant  of  mS,  “statue,”  a  well-attested  noun  in  the  Phoeni¬ 
cian  inscriptions19  and  probably  identifiable  in  2  Kings  23:  12.  The  suffix 
of  mSy  would  parse  as  the  third  person  singular  suffix  -y,  as  in  Phoenician, 
a  stylistic  variant  to  the  normal  suffix  of  ro’Jd.20  Of  course,  the  picture 
that  comes  to  mind  is  that  of  Dan  3:  1:  “King  Nebuchadnezzar  made  kn 
image  of  gold,  ninety  feet  high  and  nine  feet  wide.” 

Job  26:  5  harepa *  tm  yehdldl&-ml  a:b 

tehat  (MT  mittahat)  mayim  weS6kenihem  b':a' 

The  Shades  writhe  in  pain, 

dismayed  are  the  waters  and  their  dwellers. 

A.  C.  M.  Blommerde21  has  correctly  seen  that  MT  mittahat  conceals  the 
verb  needed  chiastically  to  balance  yehdldlu ,  “writhe  in  pain.”  When  ml 
is  attached  to  the  first-colon  verb  as  the  enclitic,  consonantal  tht  can  be 
parsed  as  the  niphal  third  feminine  singular  tehat  followed  by  the  plural 
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subjects  understood  collectively.  Compare  Ezek  32:  30,  which  juxtaposes 
the  roots  £//  and  htt  that  are  juxtaposed  here.  The  emergent  chiasmus  and 
the  9:  9  syllable  count  tend  to  preclude  the  various  emendations  and  re- 
constructions  that  have  been  hitherto  proposed.22 

Job  28:  2  barzel  me'apar  yuqqah  a:b:c 

we  ' eben  yes&qa  (MT  ydsuq )  nehuSah  b':a' 

Iron  is  taken  from  ore, 

and  from  smelted  rock,  bronze. 

To  elicit  a  coherent  statement  from  this  couplet,  the  critic  must  recognize, 
first,  the  use  of  a  double-duty  preposition,  with  'eben,  “rock,”  sharing  the 
preposition  of  synonymous  me'apar ,  “from  ore.”  Second,  he  must  see  in 
consonantal  yswq  defective  spelling  for  feminine  yesuqa  that  modifies  fem¬ 
inine  'eben.  For  similar  instances,  compare  Job  20:  26;  28:  14,  21. 

Job  32:  14  welO  'e*erdk  (MT  Id'  <arak)  ' eley  (MT  » elay )  millin  a:b:c 

ubey  imrekem  Id '  ' Hibennd  c':b':a' 

I  shall  not  marshal  against  him  your  arguments, 
and  with  your  words  I  shall  not  rebut  him. 

From  the  chiastic  position  of  millin  and  'imrekem,  the  textual  critic  may 
assume  that  unintelligible  MT  Id'  ‘ arak  'elay  is  the  close  semantic  counter¬ 
part  to  Id'  ' Hibennu ,  “I  shall  not  rebut  him.”  The  reading  lo  ' eterok  'eley, 
based  on  no  consonantal  changes  of  the  text,  provides  the  desired  counter¬ 
part.  To  be  sure,  one  may  read  lo'9  invoking  the  practice  of  shared  con¬ 
sonants,  but  since  the  negative  particle  in  Ugaritic  is  simply  /,  the  reading 
lo  may  stand.  Consonantal  "rk  ' ly  must  then  answer  to  'Hibennu,  “I  shall 
rebut  him”;  this  becomes  possible  when  the  suffix  of  'ly  is  parsed  as  the 
Phoenician  third  person  singular  - y .  Thus  the  suffix  of  'eley  balances  the 
accusative  suffix  - ennu  of  'Hibennu.  For  other  instances  of  'el,  “against,” 
compare  Job  9:  4;  15:  13,  25,  26.  Suffixless  millin ,  “your  arguments,” 
shares  the  suffix  of  synonymous  * imrekem ,  “your  words.”23 

Job  34:  6  ‘a/  miSpati  yakuzzab  (MT  yakazzeb)  a:b 

'dnd§  hisst  belt  paSa*  b':a' 

Despite  my  honesty  I  am  declared  a  liar, 
wounded  by  his  arrows  though  sinless. 

BDB ,  p.  754b,  recognizes  *al,  “despite,  notwithstanding,”  here  and  in  Job 
10:  7,  but  GB17,  p.  586b,  rightly  adds  Job  16:  17.  Here  it  may  be  noted 
that  failure  to  grasp  this  nuance  may  underlie  the  defective  understanding 
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of  Job  23:  2,  gam  hayyom  merl  sity  yadt  kabedah  'al  'anfydtU  “Especially 
today  my  complaint  is  bitter;  his  hand  [suffix  of  yadt  is  third  singular]  is 
heavy  despite  my  groaning.”  Compare  NEB,  “My  thoughts  today  are  re¬ 
sentful,  for  God’s  hand  is  heavy  on  me  in  my  trouble.”24 

Since  'al  miSpatU  “despite  my  honesty,  ”  and  beli  pa§a\  “though  sinless,” 
evidently  pair  off,  *kzb  and  hsy  must  be  mutually  elucidated.  MT 
passive  points  to  the  passive  vocalization  iakuzzab>  “I  am  declared  a 

liar,”25  namely,  by  Yahweh.  Accordingly  the  suffix  of  hsyt  to  be  pointed 
either  as  singular  bissi ,  “his  arrow,”  or  plural  hissey ,  “his  arrows,”  should 
refer  to  Yahweh.  This  analysis  thus  links  our  verse  to  Job  6:  4,  hisse  Sadday 
Hmmadiy  “Shaddai’s  arrows  are  toward  me,”  and  Job  16:  14,  “His  shafts 
encompass  me,  he  pierces  my  entrails  without  pity.” 

Job  36:  3  ’e&a*  deH  lemerahdq  a:b 

ulep  tali  * etten  sedeq  b':a' 

I  bring  my  knowledge  from  afar, 
and  from  my  Maker  I  present  the  truth. 

The  similarity  of  'este*  and  * eltenf  both  from  primae  nun  verbs,  bespeaks 
the  chiastic  structure  of  the  verse.  And  since  lemerahdqy  as  in  Job  39:  29, 
signifies  “from  afar,”  le  of  lepd<ali  carries  the  force  of  “from,”  as  so  often  in 
Ugaritic.  Cf  UT,  68:  12-13,  where  /,  “from,”  is  parallel  to  /,  “from,”  as 
here.28  The  precise  force  of  the  hapax  legomenon  phrase  * etten  sedeq  must 
be  inferred  from  its  chiastic  parallelism  with  *essa *  de*/,  whose  meaning  is 
tolerably  clear.  In  deH  and  sedeq  we  have  the  breakup  of  a  composite  phrase 
signifying  true  knowledge.27 

Job  36:  12  weiim  l  *  yi$me<u 

be§elah  yatab  ru  a:b 

weyigwe<&  bibelt  da'at  b':a' 

But  if  they  do  not  obey, 
the  Channel28  they  cross, 
and  expire  in  Unknowing. 

In  his  study  of  this  passage,  N.  J.  Tromp29  recognizes  the  a:b::b':a'  structure 
of  the  verse  but  hesitates  to  accept  beli  da'at  as  a  poetic  epithet  for  Sheol. 
He  renders  the  final  colon,  “And  they  die  for  lack  of  knowledge.”  But  he 
fails  to  notice  that  the  translation  and  exegesis  of  our  verse  are  bound  up 
with  the  preceding  verse: 

>im  yi$metu  weyaiab6du 
yekallCL  yemihem  bat  6b 
u$enehem  banneHmtm 
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If  they  obey  and  serve, 

they  pass  their  days  in  happiness, 

and  their  years  in  comfort. 

Here  the  consequence  of  obedience  is  expressed  by  two  terms  that  are  strictly 
parallel  and  synonymous:  tob  and  netimtm.  In  vs  12  the  consequence  of 
disobedience  is  presumably  stated  in  strictly  parallel  and  synonymous  terms: 
Selab  and  beli  da'at.  The  basic  thesis  of  this  paper,  that  the  chiastic  pattern 
bespeaks  an  even  stricter  synonymy,  excludes  Dhorme’s  and  Tromp’s  ex¬ 
planation  of  beli  da'ai  as  giving  the  cause  of  their  death.  The  cause  of  their 
death  is  *im  16 *  yi§me<u9  “if  they  do  not  obey,”  not  ignorance.  Vs  10  plainly 
states,  “He  opened  their  ear  for  instruction  and  warned  them  to  draw  back 
from  evildoing”;  so  it  seems  improbable  that  two  verses  later  death  would 
be  ascribed  to  ignorance. 

This  translation  and  interpretation  are  sustained  by  comparison  with 
Job  14:  20-21,  which  collocate  the  two  motifs  of  Channel  and  Unknowing: 
“You  overwhelm  him,  he  passes  away  forever;  you  change  his  visage  and 
send  him  across  the  Channel  ( te§allel}ehu)t  His  sons  are  honored,  but  he 
never  knows  (16*  yeda l);  they  are  disgraced,  but  he  perceives  not.”30 

Job  37:  3  tahat  kol  haSSamayim  yiSrehit  a:b 

we*6ro  *al  kanep6t  ha* ares  b':a' 

Beneath  the  whole  heaven  it  flashes,31 

and  his  -lightning  is  upon  the  corners  of  the  earth. 

In  the  dispute  over  the  meaning  of  the  hapax  legomenon  yi§rehu9  the  stylistic 
observation  regarding  the  chiastic  wording  sustains  the  definition  of  §rh 
(Ugar  §rh),  “to  flash,”  since  its  chiastic  counterpart  is  *orot  “his  lightning.” 

Job  39:  6  *a§er  iamti  <arabah  bStd  a:b:c 

umi§kendtayw  melehah  c':b' 

I  made  the  wilderness  his  home, 
and  his  dwelling  the  salt  flats. 

The  chiastic  parallelism  with  singular  biio ,  “his  home,”  shows  that  mi§keno - 
taywt  though  plural  in  form,  is  to  be  understood  as  singular  in  meaning.32 
The  apparatus  of  BHKZ  recommends  the  insertion,  melri  causa ,  of  *eres  before 
melebah  in  the  second  colon,  but  the  strict  chiastic  balance  of  three-syl¬ 
labled  <arabahf  “wilderness,”  and  three-syllabled  melehah ,  “salt  flats,”  dis¬ 
countenances  such  an  insertion.  What  is  more,  the  current  9:  8  syllable 
count  and  the  fact  that  umi$kenotayw  can  bear  two  accents  render  such 
an  addition  unnecessary. 
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Job  39:  8  ydtUr  (MT  yetur)  harim  mir'ehti  a:b 

weiahar  kol  yardq  yidroS  b':a' 

He  roams  the  hills  as  his  pasture, 
and  for  anything  green  he  searches. 

The  longstanding  practice  of  reading  verbal  yatur  for  nominal  yetur  of  MT 
is  upheld  by  the  resultant  chiasmus  with  verbal  i/icfroi.33 

Job  41:  7  ga>awah  >apiqi  maginntm  a:b 

sag&r  hotam  suro  (MT  sar)  b'lSi' 

His  back34  rows  of  shields, 
enclosed  by  a  seal35  his  dorsum. 

Once  the  chiasmus  is  recognized,  it  becomes  probable  that  consonantal 
sr  should  be  identified  with  Ugar  zr,  “back,  dorsum.”36  The  vocalization 
suro  instead  of  sur  is  adopted  to  avoid  two  accents  falling  on  two  successive 
syllables,  the  same  procedure  as  above  at  Job  12:  10.  The  chiastic  paral¬ 
lelism  of  ga>awah  and  suro  thus  recalls  the  straight  balance  between  <asdmayw, 
“his  bones,”  and  geramayw,  “his  gristles,”  in  Job  40:  18.  Scriptio  defediva 
in  the  original  will  account  for  MT  sar  as  against  revowelled  suro ;  since  it 
is  a  mediae  waw  root,  it  would  appear  as  swr  in  normal  Hebrew  orthography. 

The  recognition  of  chiasmus  in  Job  proves  valuable  in  reducing  the  number 
of  options  in  equivocal  texts.  In  some  verses,  it  can  even  prove  decisive. 
The  MT  (as  well  as  the  ancient  versions  which,  though  checked,  were  rarely 
cited  for  lack  of  space)  betrays  a  limited  appreciation  of  this  element  of 
Job's  style. 
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3  In  Ugarit-Forschungen  1  (1969),  24-25,  the  writer  has  applied  this  hypothesis  to  UT 
49:  I:  22-24;  1  Aqht:  114-15;  77:  38-39,  and  <nt:  III:  23-25. 

4  H.  Bauer  and  P.  Leander,  Historische  Gramma  tik  der  hebrdischen  Sprache  des  Allen 
Testaments ,  p.  217a;  BDB,  p.  109a;  W.  Baumgartner,  HAL  AT,  p.  119b.  It  may  be  noted 
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emphatic  rather  than  as  prepositional;  cf  F.  Notscher,  VT  3  (1953),  372-80. 

16  Needlessly  rendered  as  passives  and  in  brackets  by  NEB : 

[what  has  been  handed  down  by  wise  men 
and  was  not  concealed  from  them  by  their  fathers]. 

17  Some  Instances  of  the  Enclitic  -m  in  Job,”  JJS  6  (1955),  108-10,  esp.  110. 

18  The  most  recent  study  of  this  orthographic  practice  being  that  of  W.  G.  E.  Watson, 
“Shared  Consonants  in  Northwest  Semitic,”  Bibl  50  (1969),  525-33,  with  full  bibliography. 
In  a  paper  read  at  the  annual  national  meeting  of  the  American  Oriental  Society  in  Bal¬ 
timore,  16  April  1970,  S.  Gevirtz  applied  this  principle  to  good  effect  in  Gen  49:  3,  yeter 
r&t  (MT  6eiet)  weyeter  coz  (MT  VSz),  “an  excess  of  authority  and  an  excess  of  power.” 
The  resultant  parallelism  of  rPt  and  *z  matches  that  of  Phoenician  Karatepe  III:  6, 
rS>  t  n'mt  <z  >dr ,  “good  authority  and  mighty  power.”  [See  S.  Gevirtz,  “The  Reprimand 
of  Reuben,”  JNES  30  (1971),  87-98. — Reader's  note.] 

19  See  C.  F.  Jean  and  J.  Hoftijzer,  Dictionnaire  des  inscriptions  simitiques  de  Vouest 
(Leiden,  1965),  pp.  168-69. 

20  Jeffrey  H.  Tigay,  “Psalm  7:  5  and  Ancient  Near  Eastern  Treaties,”  JBL  89  (1970) 
178-86,  has  unwittingly  confirmed  the  existence  of  the  third  singular  suffix  -y  by  his 
observation  that  Ps  7:  5  should  mean  “his  enemy”  because  it  is  parallel  to  $6lemt , 
"my  ally.”  On  p.  182  he  correctly  renders  vs  5,  “If  I  repaid  my  ally  with  treachery  and 
rescued  his  enemy  .  .  .”,  but  needlessly  emends  sd/^rf  to  $<5r*rd,  claiming  scribal  confusion 
of  waw  and  yod.  But  this  emendation  is  ruled  out  because  it  destroys  the  rhyme  of  the 
three  syllables  of  S6lemt  with  the  three  syllables  of  $<5r«rf !  That  Hebrew,  like  Phoenician, 
possessed  the  third  singular  suffix  -y  steadily  gains  new  adherents;  e.g.,  L.  Sabottka, 
BZ  12  (1968),  242;  C.  van  Leeuwen,  Neder lands  Theologisch  Tifdschrift  24  (1969),  140; 
L.  Gorssen,  ETL  46  (1970),  298. 
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21  Northwest  Semitic  Grammar  and  Job  (Rome,  1969),  p.  103. 

22  Among  them,  those  proposed  by  Lynn  Roy  Clapham,  “Sanchuniaton:  The  First 
Two  Cycles,”  a  thesis  presented  to  the  Department  of  Near  Eastern  Languages  of  Harvard 
University,  December  1969,  p.  74.  Clapham  scans  these  verses:  hrp’ym  yhwllw  mtht 
mymftknyhm  *rym  mPl  ngdwj’yn  kswt  Pbdwn,  “The  Rephaim  writhe  from  beneath  the 
waters/Their  inhabitants  the  ' Watchers’  from  Sheol  before  Him/There  is  no  cover  for 
the  deceased.” 

23  For  a  list  of  double-duty  suffixes  in  the  Psalter,  see  Dahood,  Psalms  III  (AB), 
pp.  429-34. 

24  Since  the  NEB  is  so  freewheeling,  one  cannot  readily  reconstruct  the  Hebrew  under¬ 
lying  their  translation.  Compare  also  their  version  of  Job  34:  6,  “He  has  falsified  my  case; 
my  state  is  desperate,  yet  I  have  done  no  wrong,”  where  * kzb  is  emended  to  ykzbt  with 
no  explanatory  note  that  the  text  has  been  altered. 

25  Whereas,  in  the  words  of  Elihu,  Job  considered  himself  just:  *al  §addeq6  nap§6 
meielohtmt  “because  he  considered  himself  just  before  God.” 

26  For  further  details,  consult  Blommerde,  Northwest  Semitic  Grammar  and  Job ,  p.  125. 

26  On  sedeq,  “the  truth,”  in  Prov  12:  17,  see  W.  A.  van  der  Weiden,  Le  Livre  des  Pro- 

verbes:  Notes  philologiques  (Rome,  1970),  pp.  100-101. 

28  For  this  definition  of  Selah,  see  the  full  discussion,  with  bibliography,  by  N.  J.  Tromp, 
Primitive  Conceptions  of  Death  and  the  Nether  World  in  the  Old  Testament  (Rome,  1969), 
pp.  147-51. 

29  Ibid .  p.  150. 

30  Compare  Is  5:  13-14,  where  beli  da'at  “Unknowing,”  occurs  in  a  Wortfeld  teeming 
with  names  for  the  nether  world. 

31  The  ending  of  the  singular  verb  yiSrehd  can  be  parsed  as  the  archaic  indicative 
ending  found  in  Ugaritic.  Blommerde,  Northwest  Semitic  Grammar  and  Job,  p.  15,  cites 
other  examples  in  Job  and  pertinent  bibliography. 

32  This  poetic  usage  is  discussed  above  in  connection  with  Job  11:  14. 

33  It  has  long  been  observed  that  the  proper  understanding  of  this  verse  sheds  light 
on  Prov  12:  26: 

yatur  mir'ehd  (MT  yd  ter  mere(e,  hO)  saddiq 

wederek  re$a*tm  taPem 

The  just  man  roams  his  pasture, 

but  the  path  of  the  wicked  leads  them  astray. 

Contrast  NEB:  “A  righteous  man  recoils  from  evil,  but  the  wicked  take  a  path  that  leads 
them  astray.”  That  mir'ehti,  “his  pasture,”  and  derek,  “path,”  arc  a  congenial  parallel 
pair  may  be  argued  from  Is  49:  9:  cal  deraktm  yir'ti.  ubekol  Sepayim  mar'itam,  “Near 
the  paths  they  shall  pasture,  and  upon  all  the  bare  heights  shall  be  their  pasture.”  Thus 
the  parallelism  in  repointed  Prov  12:  26  may  in  turn  be  cited  against  the  adoption  of 
lQIsa,  which  reads  in  49:  9,  €l  kwl  hrym ,  “upon  all  hills,”  for  MT  *al  d€rakim,  “near  the 
paths.” 

34  On  ga>awah,  “back,”  see  Dahood,  Bibl  45  (1964),  398-99. 

35  I  am  indebted  to  Ms  Tiqva  Frymer  for  this  translation  of  sag&r  hdtam. 

38  Dahood,  Psalms  II  (AB),  p.  361,  collects  the  evidence  for  biblical  sur,  “back.”  To 
the  texts  listed  there,  Job  19:  24  ba$sAr  may  have  to  be  added.  The  traditional  translation 
“upon  the  mountain/rock”  introduces  a  new  element  that  ill  accords  with  the  imagery 
of  the  preceding  three  cola.  Perhaps  we  should  translate  Job  19:  24:  “With  iron  stylus 
upon  lead  may  they  be  inscribed  upon  it  ( bassurf  literally  “upon  its  back,”  as  in  Job  22: 
24)  forever.” 
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Gemeint  ist  das  Stichwort  der  Oberschrift  nicht  im  strengen 
Sinne  des  zweimaligen  Vorkommens  ein  und  desselben  Spruches,  Liedes 
Oder  noch  grosseren  Abschnittes,  wofiir  etwa  Prv  10x  =  15^,  102b  =  ll4b 
oder  Ps  14  =  53,  Ps  18  =  2  Sa  22  Oder  die  Chronik  im  Verhaltnis  zum 
deuteronomistischen  Geschichtswerk  Beispiele  waren.  Gedacht  ist  auch 
nicht  an  jenes  spezifisch  deuterojesajanische  Stilmittel,  das  Kohler  “Dop- 
pelung”  genannt  hat,  den  zweimaligen  Gebrauch  des  gleichen  Wortes  in  der 
gleichen  Form  unmittelbar  hintereinander,  der  sofort  durch  den  Anfang 
40x  “Trostet,  trostet”  illustriert  wird.  Es  geht  vielmehr  um  eine  die  Text- 
kritik  beschaftigende  Erscheinung,  bei  der  ein  Ausdruck  erst  sekundar  durch 
einen  anderen  gleichen  oder  ahnlichen  Sinnes  erganzt  ist,  wohl  um  ihn  in 
irgendeiner  Weise  zu  erklaren  und  deutlicher  zu  machen,  So  ist  etwa  Jes 
51i7i22  das  Wort  kos  “Becher”  nach  fast  einstimmigem  Urteil  “explikative 
Glosse”  zii  dem  Hapaxlegomenon  qubba'at  “Kelch.”  Aber  das  ist  bekannt- 
lich  nicht  der  einzige  Fall.  Lassen  sich  alle  diese  Falle  unter  der  Bezeichnung 
“Glosse”  begreifen?  Was  bedeutet  die  Bezeichnung  eigentlich?  Handelt 
es  sich  wirklich  nur  um  Bemerkungen,  die  erst  dem  eigenen  Nachdenken 
von  Schreibern  entsprungen  und  von  diesen  allererst  zu  Papier  gebracht 
worden  sind  ?  Oder  steht  dahinter  der  ganze  weithin  mundlich  verlaufende 
Prozess  der  Tradition  und  der  Exegese,  der  obendrein  verschieden  aussah 
in  den  verschiedenen  Gebieten  der  jiidischen  Gemeinde?  Zur  Erkenntnis 

Dr.  Elliger  in  his  introduction  says  that  he  presents  this  offering  to  the  festive  collection 
honoring  Professor  Myers,  aware  that  its  technical  nature  and  modest  limits  stand  in 
contrast  with  his  warm  feelings  toward  the  one  being  honored,  who  through  CARE  packages 
helped  the  writer  and  his  family  through  extremely  difficult  times  following  World  War  II. 
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dieses  Prozesses  lohnt  es  sich,  der  Erscheinung  der  Dubletten,  die  sich  nicht 
nur  in  m,1  sondern  zuweilen  unabhangig  von  iH  auch  in  den  Versionen  findet, 
einmal  nach  ihrer  sicherlich  verschiedenen  Motivation  und  Zielsetzung  nach- 
zugehen.  Im  Rahmen  des  vorliegenden  Beitrages  soli  das  Problem  nicht 
grundsatzlich  und  erst  recht  nicht  in  extenso  erortert  werden.  Das  muss 
jiingeren  Kraften  uberlassen  bleiben.  Ich  darf  mich  begniigen,  das  Problem 
an  ein  paar  Beispielen  aufzuzeigen,  wie  sie  sich  mir  bei  der  Arbeit  fur  meinen 
Dtjes-Kommentar  prasentiert  haben.  Auch  ein  Beitrag,  der  infolge  der 
Eigenart  seines  Stoffes  am  ehesten  einem  trockenen  Grase  gleicht,  darf 
hoffen,  in  dem  Blumenstrauss,  der  dem  Jubilar  von  seinen  Kollegen  iiber- 
reicht  wird,  seinen  bescheidenen  Platz  auszufiillen.  Jedenfalls  aber  steht 
diese  Trockenheit  und  Bescheidenheit  in  keinem  Verhaltnis  zu  den  herz- 
lichen  Gefuhlen  des  Dankes,  die  der  Autor  dem  Geburtstagskinde  entgegen- 
bringt,  nicht  zuletzt  daflir,  dass  es  mit  seinen  CARE-Paketen  ihm  und  seiner 
Familie  geholfen  hat,  die  Katastrophe  vor  einem  Vierteljahrhundert  durch- 
zustehen. 

Begonnen  sei  mit  ein  paar  Beispielen  aus  Jes  41.  In  v  17a  werden  die  bei- 
den  Anfangsworter  h'nyym  wh3  bywnym  gewohnlich  fur  Varianten  gehalten, 
wobei  man  der  ersten  den  Vorzug  gibt.  In  der  Tat  ist  eine  der  beiden  Be- 
zeichnungen  fur  die  “Armen”  uberschiissig,  wie  das  Metrum,  das  in  dem 
ganzen  Verheissungswort  17-20  durchgehend  der  Doppeldreier  ist,  ein- 
wandfrei  ausweist.  Es  ist  auch  sicher  richtig,  das  Wort  > bywnym  auszu- 
scheiden,  wofiir  wiederum  ein  einleuchtender  Grund  beizubringen  ist:  Dtjes 
gebraucht  'bywn  nie,  dagegen  *ny  noch  dreimal  (4913  5I21  54u).  Aber  eben- 
deshalb  sollte  man  nicht  den  Begriff  “Variante”  gebrauchen,  der  im  Prinzip 
doch  wohl  die  Gleichwertigkeit  einschliesst.  Der  Sachverhalt  wird  allein 
durch  die  Formulierung  in  BHK,  BHS  getroffen:  additum.  Daftir  ist  wohl 
auch  die  Lage  in  <®a  bezeichnend,  wo  das  isolierte  h'bywnym — die  Kopula 
fehlt ! — noch  nicht  in  den  Verband  des  urspriinglichen  Satzes  aufgenommen 
erscheint.  Damit  erhebt  sich  die  Frage,  wie  der  Zusatz  zu  erklaren  ist. 
Hat  nur  ein  Psalmwort  das  andere  angezogen?  Warum  dann  gerade  hier 
und  anderswo  nicht?  Sollte  hier  nicht  ein  Beispiel  dafiir  vorliegen,  wie 
spatere  Generationen  das  in  friiheren  Zeiten  ergangene  Wort  Gottes  auf 
sich  bezogen,  aktualisierten  ?  Die  €nyym  waren  bei  den  Propheten  die  sozial 
Schwachen,  in  den  Psalmen  dann  allgemein  die  irgendwie  in  Not  Geratenen, 
oft  mit  dem  reiigiosen  Unterton  der  nun  die  Rettung  allein  von  Gott  Er- 
wartenden.  In  nachexilischer  Zeit  trat  die  religiose  Komponente  innerhalb 
des  Begriffes  immer  mehr  in  den  Vordergrund,  die  soziale  entsprechend  in 
den  Hintergrund.  Die  “Armen”  waren  die  “Frommen.”  Womoglich  noch 
einseitiger  verlief  die  Entwicklung  bei  dem  verwandten  Begriff  der  ’ bywnym , 
der  geistlich  bediirftigen  Stillen  im  Lande.  Wahrscheinlich  ist  die  Aufnahme 
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dieses  Titels  in  den  Text  ein  Akt  der  Auslegung,  der  das  Verstandnis  der 
'nyym  als  der  geistlich  Armen  sicherstellen  soil,  und  signalisiert  zugleich 
die  allegorische  Auslegung  der  gesamten  Verheissung  nicht  auf  die  Stillung 
des  wirklichen  Durstes  der  Exilierten  auf  ihrem  beschwerlichen  Riickmarsch 
durch  die  heisse,  baumlose  Steppe,  sondern  auf  die  Erfiillung  der  jeweiligen 
religiosen  Sehnsiichte  der  Frommen.  Ein  Beispiel  dieser  Auslegungsweise 
liefert  dann  JSL.  Hier  geht  zwar  die  Allegorisierung  nicht  so  weit,  dass  Was- 
ser  und  Baume  nicht  bleiben,  was  sie  sind.  Aber  sie  begleiten  jetzt  die 
Heimwege  der  verschiedensten  Diasporagruppen  “aus  (ihren  Aufenthalts- 
orten)  unter  den  Volkern.”  So  erhort  Jahwe  das  Gebet  der  Heimatgemeinde, 
“der  Armen  und  Gliicklosen  (f nwtny *  wfyfyky*),  die  nach  Belehrung  trachten, 
wie  einer  nach  Wasser  diirstet  .  .  .  ,  deren  Geist  vor  Pein  verschmachtet” 
(vgl.  v  17a). 

Etwas  anders  liegt  der  Fall  in  v  15a.  Auch  hier  handelt  es  sich  wahr- 
scheinlich  um  eine  Dublette,  jedenfalls  dann,  wenn  fyrws  nicht  als  adjekti- 
visches  Attribut  “gescharft”  oder  “einschneidend” — vgl.  £  aloonias , 
triturans — anzusehen  ist,  sondern  mit  den  meisten  Neueren  als  Substanti- 
vum.  Oberall  sonst  (Jes  2827  Am  18  Hi  4122)  erscheint  das  Wort  in  substan- 
tivischer  Bedeutung  “Dreschschlitten,”  wobei  der  Vergleich  mit  dem  mit 
“spitzesten  Scherben”  besetzten  und  den  Schlamm  breit  driickenden  Bauch 
des  Krokodils  Hi  4122  besonders  instruktiv  ist.  mwrg,  das  ausser  hier  nur 
noch  2  Sa  2422  =  1  Chr  21^  belegt  ist,  ist  kein  anderes  Instrument,  jedenfalls 
in  der  Hauptsache  auch  aus  Holz,  das  zum  Opferfeuer  dienen  kann.  Wieder 
zeigt  das  Doppeldreiermetrum — v  14a  ist  ein  rhythmisch  gleichwertiger 
Sechser — des  Heilsorakels  14-16,  dass  v  15a  um  eine  Hebung  uberfullt  ist. 
&  bietet  nur  das  eine  Wort  grgr>  “Dreschschleife.”  Daraus  ist  freilich  der 
Schluss  nicht  unbedingt  sicher,  dass  sie  nur  ein  Wort  auch  in  der  Vorlage 
fand.  Aber  dann  hat  zumindest  gewusst,  dass  die  beiden  Worter  dieselbe 
Bedeutung  haben.  Vermutlich  steht  dieses  Wissen  auch  dahinter,  wenn 
®  die  beiden  Substantiva  durch  die  Steigerung  “starker  Dreschschlitten” 
(mwrg  fyqyp)  iibersetzt.  Aus  allem  Bisherigem  ergibt  sich,  dass  eins  der 
beiden  Worter  sekundar  ist  und  dass  es  hochstwahrscheinlich  das  zweite 
ist,  das  hinzugefugt  worden  ist.  Wie  erklart  sich  der  Fall  ?  Offenbar  liegt 
er  ahnlich  wie  bei  dem  oben  in  der  Einleitung  schon  zitierten  kwsjqb't . 
Dort  soli  ein  ungebrauchlicher  Ausdruck  durch  den  gebrauchlichen,  hier 
ein  alterer — 1  Chr  2123  ist  aus  dem  altiiberlieferten  Kapitel  2  Sa  24  nur 
abgeschrieben — und  daher  allmahlich  unbekannter  Ausdruck  durch  den 
spater  gelaufigen  ersetzt  werden.  Man  mag  an  eine  Glosse  denken.  Aber 
sollte  dahinter  nicht  gottesdienstliche  Obung  sichtbar  werden,  die  beim  und 
fur  den  Vortrag  der  Texte  solche  Dubletten  schuf  aus  dem  Streben,  sich 
ihrer  Gegenwart  verstandlich  zu  machen? 
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Es  ist  kein  Wunder,  dass  die  Erscheinung  der  Dubletten  auch  in  den 
Versionen  auftritt.  Zunachst  seien  aus  ®  zwei  Beispiele  vorgefiihrt,  in 
denen  der  Obersetzer  offensichtlich  zwei  verschiedene  Deutungen  Oder 
Lesarten  eines  hebraischen  Wortes  kennt,  die  er  nun  beide  in  seiner  Ober- 
setzung  unterbringt.  Jes  41?a  geht  es  um  das  letzte  Wort  p'm.  Nach  dem 
Zusammenhang  muss  ein  Werkzeug  gemeint  sein,  mit  dem  jemand  “schlagt,” 
wie  ein  anderer  “mit  dem  Hammer  glattet.”  Die  Versionen  haben  meist 
das  Wort  nicht  verstanden,  d.h.  zwei  von  ihnen  vertreten  eine  Tradition, 
die  p'm  im  ubertragenen  Sinne  nimmt  und  als  eine  Art  Zeitbegriff  auffasst. 
©  iibersetzt  pole ,  V  tunc  temporis,  beide  trennen  es  von  v  a;  ©  zieht  es 
iiberdies  zum  Folgenden.  &  lasst  es  aus;  aber  auch  a  hat  nur  geraten: 
(sun  katelaunonla)  kathodon ,  auch  or',  obwohl  er  der  Sache  schon  naher 
kommt,  wenn  er  das  Objekt  von  v  a/?  mit  ton  akmoneuten  (von  akmon 
“Amboss”)  wiedergibt.  Das  Richtige  findet  sich  bei  0':  ton  sphurokopon 
“den  Hammerschlager.”  Denn  wie  im  Griechischen  sphura  “Hammer” 
und  spuron  “Knochel  am  Fuss,  Ferse,  Fuss  uberhaupt”  zusammenhangen, 
so  kann  offenbar  auch  im  Hebraischen  p'm  nicht  nur  den  “Fuss,”  sondern 
gelegentlich  nach  der  Gestalt  auch  den  “Hammer,  Schlagel”  bezeichnen, 
zumal  schon  im  Ugaritischen  diese  Bedeutung  belegt  zu  sein  scheint.  Be- 
statigt  wird  diese  Bedeutung  nun  von  ®,  aber  in  eigenartiger  Weise.  % 
iibersetzt  die  zweite  Halfte  von  v  7a/9  (’/-A/m  p*m)  durch  lm  dmtmh  bqrns> 
“zusammen  mit  dem,  der  da  schlagt  mit  dem  Schlagel”  und  fahrt  mit  zm/T 
“zur  (gegebenen)  Zeit”  fort,  ehe  es  den  Text  von  v  7b  bringt.  ®  iibersetzt 
also  p'm  doppelt:  zuerst  mit  “Schlagel,”  dann  mit  “zur  Zeit,”  und  zwar 
verbindet  es  das  Letztere  genau  wie  ©  ihr  pote  mit  dem  folgenden  Satz: 
“zur  rechten  Zeit  sagt  er  von  der  Lotung:  .  .  .  Schwerlich  ist  eine  der 
beiden  Cbersetzungen  freie  Erfindung.  Die  erste  ist  noch  bei  0'  belegt,  die 
zweite,  sogar  in  der  gleichen  Form  der  Verbindung  mit  v  b,  noch  bei  © 
und  V-  Offenbar  handelt  es  sich  um  zwei  verschiedene  Auslegungstradi- 
tionen,  deren  keiner  ®  den  Abschied  geben  mochte.  So  verteilt  der  Ober¬ 
setzer,  vielleicht  nach  Auslegungsregeln  seiner  Zeit,  gar  nicht  ungeschickt 
die  beiden  Moglichkeiten  auf  zwei  verschiedene  Satze  and  kann  beiden  ge- 
recht  werden. 

Der  andere  Fall  einer  Dublette  in  %  betrifft  Jes  4125b.  Diesmal  bezieht 
sich  die  Doppelung  nicht  auf  die  Auslegung  eines  Wortes,  sondern  ist  das 
zugrundeliegende  Wort  selbst  offenbar  schon  in  verschiedener  Gestalt  iiber- 
liefert.  Es  handelt  sich  um  das  den  Stichus  einleitende  wgb\  Die  Vokali- 
sation  in  als  3.m.sg.impf.qal  ergibt  keinen  Sinn.  Die  alten  Obersetzer 
haben  sich  zu  helfen  versucht,  indem  sie  die  Form  als  Plural  nahmen  mit 
sgnym  als  Subjekt — so  ®  und  &,  und  sie  befinden  sich  dabei  in  der  Gesell- 
schaft  von  ©a,  die  wybw'w  schreibt — oder  als  Hiphil  mit  sgnym  als  Objekt — 
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so  V.  Als  gegluckt  sind  diese  Versuche  nicht  anzusehen,  ebensowenig  der 
moderne  von  R.  Amiran  (Sepher  N.  H.  Tur  Sinai,  1960,  97  f.),  wenigstens  den 
Konsonantenbestand  zu  retten  durch  die  Annahme  einer  einfachen  Meta¬ 
thesis  von  »  und  s,  als  habe  der  urspriingliche  Text  gelautet  wybs  » gnym , 
wobei  yaganntm  die  “Zuber”  bedeuten  soil,  in  denen  der  Topfer  seinen  Ton 
stampft.  An  sgnym  ist  nichts  auszusetzen.  Dass  der  Fehler  allein  an  dem 
5  liegt,  das  an  der  Stelle  eines  ursprunglichen  s  steht,  hat  schon  Johannes 
Clericus  erkannt.  Die  weit  Uberwiegende  Meinung  der  Forscher  geht  dahin, 
dass  der  Text  ursprunglich  weyabos  oder  weyabus  oder  auch  wayyabos 
lautete;  vermutlich  fiel  das  s  durch  Haplographie  aus  und  wurde  der  Rest 
im  Blick  auf  das  vorhergehende  wyyt  zu  wyby  erganzt.  Der  Zeuge,  auf  den 
schon  Clericus  sich  beruft,  ist  In  der  Tat  setzt  %  wybs  voraus,  aber 
nicht  nur  wybs,  sondern  zugleich  das  wyby  von  0L.  ®  bietet  wyyty  wydws 
sltwny  {'mmyy)  “und  er  kommt  und  zertritt  (die  Herrscher  der  Volker”). 
wyyty  entspricht  dem  wyb>  von  0.  Sollte  wydws  in  ®  freie  Zutat  sein  und 
nicht  mindestens  auf  die  iibliche  Exegese  von  wyb y  zuriickgehen?  Wahr- 
scheinlicher  ist,  dass  auch  die  ursprungliche  Lesart  wybs  noch  bekannt  war. 
Zugleich  aber  wollte  oder  musste  H  auch  die  von  0  bezeugte  schlechtere 
Lesart  respektieren,  wobei  die  Frage  offenbleibt,  ob  dieser  Respekt  sich  nur 
aus  dem  Alter  der  Lesart  oder  bereits  aus  der  Heiligkeit  des  Textes  erklart. 

Dubletten  wie  in  ®  gibt  es  auch  in  45;  dafiir  zwei  Beispiele  wieder  aus 
Jes  41.  V  28aa  iibersetzt  45:  apo  gar  ton  ethnon  idou  outheis .  Der  Anfang 
entspricht  gewiss  nicht  dem  wyry  von  01.  Dieses  steckt  vielmehr  in  dem 
eis  odon,  mit  dem  45  den  vorhergehenden  Vers  schliesst,  ob  man  w'r y  nun 
mit  Ziegler  zu  le’6rafy  verlesen  sein  lasst  oder  mit  Torrey  an  eine  innergrie- 
chische  Verderbnis  ei  eidon-+eisidon->eisodon  denkt.  Woher  stammt  dann  das 
in  45  unmittelbar  folgende  apo  gar  ton  ethnon  ?  Hat  45  es  frei  erganzt,  um 
ein  Gegenstiick  zu  ihrem  kai  apo  ton  eidolon  =  wm'lh  v  a/?  und  ein  Bezie- 
hungswort  fur  ihr  auton  zu  haben?  Nun  wird  w'r>  von  vielen  fur  eine 
entstellte  Textform  gehalten;  und  es  lasst  sich  nicht  leugnen,  dass  das  wm'lh 
in  v  a/?  nach  einem  korrespondierenden  m'lh  in  v  aa  ruft.  Sollte  45  von 
diesem  ursprunglichen  Text  in  seiner  Vorlage  wenigstens  noch  den  Anfang 
m  =  apo  erkannt  haben?  Sie  bote  dann,  wenn  auch  in  entstellter  Form, 
die  Dubletten  w'r>  und  m'lh,  von  denen  nur  die  zweite  Form  Anspruch  auf 
Originalitat  erheben  kann. 

Zum  Schluss  sei  noch  eine  Dublette  in  01  hinzugefugt,  die  in  der  bisherigen 
Literatur  kaum  gewiirdigt  worden  ist.  Gemeint  ist  458ba-  Hier  liegen  nicht 
die  Reste  zweier  paralleler  Halbstichen  eines  Doppeldreiers  wie  v  a  und 
b/5y  vor,  so  dass  man  je  eine  Hebung  zu  erganzen  hatte,  wie  Duhm  und  die 
Alteren,  auch  Haller  und  Mowinckel  annehmen.  Es  handelt  sich  iiberhaupt 
nicht  um  zwei  Halb-  oder  Teilstichen,  ob  man  sie  nun  als  eine  Zeile  bzw. 
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Doppelzeile  beisammen  lasst  (zuletzt  Steinmann  1957  [anders  1960],  Penna, 
Westermann,  BHS)  oder  sie  auf  das  Vorhergehende  und  Folgende  verteilt 
(Fohrer)  oder  auch  allein  mit  dem  Folgenden  verbindet  (North,  McKenzie), 
Vielmehr  bildet  v  ba  einen  einzigen,  dem  v  b/3  sachlich  und  metrisch  paral- 
lelen  Halbstichus  mit  ursprunglich  nur  einem  Verbum.  Das  hat  schon 
Volz  erkannt,  Steinmann  1960  ist  ihm  gefolgt;  und  das  lasst  sich  durch  die 
Betrachtung  der  Textuberlieferung  erharten.  Fest  steht  in  alien  Versionen 
'rs  als  Subjekt,  auch  das  Wort  y§€  wenigstens  in  ob  es  nun  als 

Objekt  eleos,  V  salvatorem)  oder  als  weiteres  Subjekt  (S>  pwrqn '  “Er- 
losung”)  verstanden  wird.  Nur  ®  hat  statt  wyprw-yS*  den  Satz  wyyfywn 
my  thy'  “und  die  Toten  sollen  lebendig  werden,”  eine  eigenwillige  Inter¬ 
pretation,  die  freilich  ebenfalls  keinen  anderen  Text  als  voraussetzen 
diirfte.  Die  Differenzen  beginnen  bei  den  Verben.  Beim  zweiten  hat  ® 
offenbar  die  Kopula  und  den  Plural  in  seiner  Vorlage  gelesen,  Sicher  haben 
die  Kopula,  ubersetzen  aber  das  Verbum  im  Singular  fe  ( wnsg '  “und  viel 
werden  soil”)  und  V  (et  germinet),  wahrend  die  urspriingliche  gar  nichts 
hat  und  erst  die  Handschriften  der  Origenes-  und  teilweise  der  Lukian- 
Rezension,  ferner  die  Catenengruppe,  freilich  auch  die  alexandrinische 
Gruppe  kai  blastesato  “und  sie  soli  sprossen  lassen”  bieten,  immerhin  auch 
nur  den  Singular  and  das  Verbum  von  einem  Stamm,  der  sonst  immer  der 
hebraischen  Wurzel  prh  entspricht.  ubersetzt  neutrisch,  V  wie  die 
spatere  &  aktivisch.  Dabei  konnte  man  bei  S>  noch  an  eine  Form  von  der 
Wurzel  prh  als  Vorlage  denken  und  mit  einigem  guten  Willen  sogar  die 
Wahl  des  Wortes  sg*  “viel  werden”  auf  den  Plural  wyprw  zuruckfuhren, 
mit  dem  &  fertigwerden  musste.  Aber  bei  V  versagt  diese  Auskunft;  die 
Erde  als  Subjekt  setzt  eine  3,f.  des  Pradikats  voraus,  und  germinare  trans. 
“sprossen  lassen,  hervorbringen”  mit  Objekt  ist  etwas  anderes  als  “fruchtbar 
sein”  und  erst  recht  “fruchtbar  machen”  und  entspricht  dem  Kausativ 
von  prliy  nicht  von  prh .  V  mag  durch  &  beeinflusst  sein,  wie  denn  Hierony¬ 
mus  in  seinem  Kommentar  v  ba  nach  &  zitiert  als  “germinet  terra  et  oriatur 
misericordia.”  Daraus  geht  mindestens  so  viel  hervor,  dass  Hieronymus 
einem  wyprw  oder  auch  wypr  seiner  Vorlage  misstraute,  welch  letzteres 
(weyeper)  jedoch  nach  Haller,  Budde,  Kohler,  und  zuletzt  Westermann, 
BHS  gerade  der  urspriingliche  Text  sein  soil,  wahrend  Torrey  wie  schon 
Gratz,  Perles,  Cheyne  und  wieder  Kissane  wyprfy  statt  wyprw  fiir  ursprung- 
lich  halten. 

Was  das  erste  Verbum  in  v  ba  betrifft,  so  ist  die  Konsonantenfolge  tptb 
durch  ®  #  bezeugt,  aber  nur  von  ®  als  Qal  =  4M,  von  &  (ttpth)  und 
V  (aperiatur)  als  Niphal  verstanden.  &  Ubersetzt  anateilato  “sie  soil  auf- 
sprossen  lassen”.  Das  griechische  Wort  gibt  oft  das  hebraische  smb  wie 
sofort  in  v  b/?,  sechsmal  auch  prh  wieder,  aber  niemals  sonst  pth .  Es  durfte 
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kaum  einem  Zweifel  unterliegen,  dass  &  hier  tapriab  gelesen  hat.  Und  das 
ist  offenbar  der  ursprungliche  Text,  der  in  4H  nur  zu  tpth  verlesen  ist.  & 
bietet  auch  insofern  das  Ursprungliche,  als  sie  vor  y$*  kein  weiteres  Verbum 
kerint  und  y§*  als  Objekt  fasst,  so  dass  ein  glatter  Parallelismus  zu  v  bp 
in  die  Erscheinung  tritt.  Das  wyprw  von  US  ist  weiter  nichts  als  jenes  tprh , 
das  nicht  als  Korrektur  von  tpth  erkannt  wurde  vielleicht,  weil  es  zwischen 
den  Zeilen  auch  schlecht  geschrieben  stand,  so  dass  die  sonderbare  Plural- 
form  herausgelesen  werden  konnte,  in  deren  w  sich  immerhin  noch  einer  der 
senkrechten  Balken  das  $  erhalten  hat.  Dass  aus  dem  t  ein  wy  wurde, 
erklart  sich  leicht  daraus,  dass  das  Wort  fur  das  Pradikat  zu  y§'  gehalten 
wurde.  Aber  V  (germinet)  hat  noch  die  voile  Form  tprh  gekannt  und  sie 
richtig  als  Hiphil,  wenn  auch  nicht  als  Korrektur  von  Ipty  erkannt.  Und 
schliesslich  bezeugt  auch  <©a  hier  die  Wurzel  prh ,  wenn  auch  in  der  schon 
auf  das  vermeintliche  Subjekt  yS*  zugeschnittenen  Form  wyprfy.  Im  ubrigen 
hat  ©a  sich  den  anscheinend  (durch  Korrektur  ?)  verschmierten  oder  sonst- 
wie  verderbten  Anfang  des  v  ba  auf  seine  Weise  zurechtgelegt:  h'mr  Trs 
“der  da  sagt  zur  Erde,”  worauf  folgt:  wyprh  y§*.  Als  urspriinglicher  Text 
ergibt  sich:  tapriah  'eres  ye$a\  zu  dem  sich  der  offenbar  als  paralleler  Halb- 
stichus  gedachte  v  bp  aufs  Beste  fiigt,  wahrend  v  ba  als  Abschluss  des  ganzen 
Liedes  v  8  fur  sich  steht.  Interessant  ist,  dass  in  <©a  der  Schluss  des  v  8 
von  yhd  ab  fehlt,  so  dass  dort  auf  den  Doppeldreier  8a  ein  Sechser  folgt. 
©a  stellt  ein  eigenes,  spateres  Stadium  des  Schicksals  des  Textes  von  v  ba 
dar,  ®  das  Anfangsstadium.  ist  das  Ergebnis  einer  Entwicklung,  an 
deren  Anfang  die  Verlesung  oder  Verschreibung  des  tprfy  zu  tpth  stand. 
tprh  wurde  irgendwann  wieder  dazugeschrieben,  aber  dann  als  Dublette 
nicht  mehr  erkannt  und  geriet,  zu  wypr(w)  entstellt,  als  selbstandige  Paral¬ 
lel  in  den  Text. 

Notes 

1  Die  Sigla  sind  die  in  BHS  (Biblia  Hebraica  Stuttgartensia)  gebrauchlichen. 


Abstract  of  “Doublets  in  the  Text  of  the  Bible 19 

The  aim  of  this  essay  is  to  call  attention  to  a  phenomenon  in  the  text 
of  the  Old  Testament  in  which  one  expression  is  supplemented  by  another 
which  has  the  same  or  similar  meaning  and  which  is  probably  intended  some¬ 
how  to  explain  or  clarify  the  first. 

An  example  appears  in  Is  51:  17  and  51:  22,  where  in  each  case  the  word 
kos  (cup)  is  followed  by  qubba'at  (bowl),  a  hapax  legomenon  which  is  gen¬ 
erally  agreed  to  be  an  explicative  gloss. 
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But  can  all  such  cases  be  understood  as  glosses?  And  just  what  does  this 
term  really  mean?  Is  it  indeed  only  a  matter  of  notes  originating  in  the 
thinking  of  the  scribes  who  first  wrote  them  down  ?  Or  is  there  behind  it 
the  whole  long  process  of  the  oral  transmission  of  the  tradition  and  exegesis, 
which  assumed  differing  forms  in  the  various  areas  of  the  Jewish  commu¬ 
nity? 

To  understand  this  process,  it  is  necessary  to  investigate  doublets  in  the 
versions  as  well  as  in  the  Masoretic  text  in  order  to  discover  their  obviously 
different  motivations  and  purposes.  This  study  has  space  to  consider  only 
a  few  examples  which  were  observed  in  the  author’s  work  on  his  commentary 
on  Deutero-Isaiah. 

Is  41:  17  begins  with  the  phrase  ha<aniyim  wehaebyontm  (the  poor  and 
the  needy)  of  which  the  second  part  (the  needy)  is  properly  understood 
to  be  an  addition  rather  than  a  variant.  While  in  the  prophets  *anl  (poor) 
designated  primarily  a  weak  social  position,  in  the  Psalms  it  often  has  the 
connotation  of  one  who  looks  only  to  God  for  help,  and  after  the  exile  came 
to  assume  the  meaning  of  “the  pious.”  The  second  term,  “needy,”  also  car¬ 
ried  strong  religious  overtones,  the  connotation  being  the  spiritual  want  of 
those  in  the  land  who  wait  quietly  for  the  Lord.  It  was  added  here  to  em¬ 
phasize  the  allegorical  interpretation  of  the  first  term,  and  to  make  sure 
that  it  would  not  be  taken  to  be  literal,  physical  poverty. 

Is  41:  15a,  “Behold,  I  have  made  you  a  morag  (threshing  sledge)  harus , 
has  another  doublet.  Most  recent  interpreters  take  the  second  word  to  be 
a  later  term  for  “threshing  sledge”  that  gradually  displaced  the  first,  older 
noun.  While  it  may  be  considered  a  gloss,  it  reflects  the  practice  of  adding 
more  recent  words  during  the  reading  of  a  biblical  text  in  religious  services 
with  the  aim  of  making  the  older  language  understandable  to  the  audience. 

There  are  also  doublets  in  the  versions.  From  the  Targum,  two  cases  may 
be  cited  which  illustrate  how  the  translator  apparently  knew  two  different 
meanings  or  readings  of  a  Hebrew  word  and  used  both  of  them. 

The  last  word  of  Is  41:  7a,  pa'am ,  is  translated  in  the  Targum  as  the  last 
word  of  verse  7a  to  mean  “hammer,”  and  then  again,  at  the  beginning  of 
verse  7b,  to  mean  “at  the  (right)  time.”  Evidence  from  the  Septuagint, 
Vulgate,  and  Syriac  indicates  that  there  were  two  different  traditions  of 
translation,  both  equally  valid,  which  the  Targum  retained  in  this  manner, 
perhaps  according  to  traditional  rules  of  translation  of  the  time. 

The  second  doublet  occurs  in  Is  41:  25b,  where,  according  to  a  preponder¬ 
ance  of  scholarly  opinion,  the  text  originally  began  with  weyabds ,  or  weyabus , 
or  even  possibly  wayyabos ,  instead  of  weyab6\  as  it  now  stands.  The  Targum 
reads,  “and  he  comes  and  treads  down  (the  rulers  of  the  peoples).”  This 
presupposes  both  the  Hebrew  word  now  in  the  text,  which  was  changed 
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probably  by  scribal  error,  and  the  original  reading  in  one  of  the  forms 
just  mentioned.  The  Targumist  respected  the  altered  reading  of  the  text 
before  him,  but  also  was  likely  familiar  with  the  older,  correct  form  and 
retained  it  in  his  translation  too. 

Doublets  may  also  be  detected  by  means  of  the  Septuagint,  two  of  which 
may  be  mentioned  here.  The  beginning  of  Is  41:  28  in  the  LXX  seems  not 
to  reflect  the  present  reading,  weiere'  (and  I  look),  but  a  me'elleh  (from 
these),  which  may  have  stood  there  originally  but  later  dropped  out.  The 
first  of  these  two  Hebrew  words  is  considered  by  many  to  have  been  cor¬ 
rupted.  In  some  form  it  apparently  stood  behind  the  last  two  Greek  words 
in  41:  27,  while  the  me  of  the  lost  me'elleh  accounts  for  the  first  word  of 
41:  28,  a7zot  in  the  LXX. 

The  second  example  stands  in  Is  45:  8b,  which  RSV  translates,  “let  the 
earth  open,  that  salvation  may  sprout  forth,  and  let  it  cause  righteousness 
to  spring  up  also;  I  the  Lord  have  created  it.” 

LXX  translates  8b  as  follows: 

let  the  earth  cause  mercy  [its  translation  of  “salvation”] 

to  sprout  forth  [reading  the  hiphil  taphriah  instead  of  the  qal  liphtah  now 
in  MT) 

and  let  it  cause  righteousness 

to  sprout  forth  at  the  same  time  [its  translation  of  “also”); 

I  am  the  Lord  who  created  you. 

Originally  MT  had  “let  the  earth  cause  salvation  to  sprout  forth  (taphriah)” 
as  the  LXX  witnesses.  When  at  some  time  or  other  “open  (tiphtah)”  dis¬ 
placed  “cause  to  sprout  forth  (taphriah)”  as  the  first  verb  in  8b,  the  latter 
was  written  following  it  as  a  doublet,  so  that  the  text  would  have  read 
“let  the  earth  open,  and  cause  salvation  to  sprout  forth.”  At  a  later  time, 
however,  taphriah  was  no  longer  recognized  as  a  doublet  for  tiphtah,  and 
was  changed  to  the  present  weyipr(u ),  “that  salvation  may  sprout  forth,” 
thus  becoming  an  independent  parallel  in  the  text  to  the  preceding  tiphtah. 

(This  abstract  was  made  by  H.  N.  Bream.) 
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Bowdlerizing  in  the  Old  Testament 


A  recent  reading  of  Noel  Perrin’s  Dr.  Bowdler's  Legacy1  and  its 
chapter  on  bowdlerizing  the  Bible  led  me  to  pursue  a  subject  which  had 
been  lying  dormant  in  the  back  of  my  mind  since  my  studies  for  my  doctoral 
dissertation.2  Thomas  Bowdler  (1754-1825)  was  an  English  editor  of  an 
expurgated  edition  of  Shakespeare.  He  went  on  from  there  to  the  King 
James  Bible  and  other  examples  of  English  literature.  His  activities  led 
to  the  verb  “to  bowdlerize” — “to  expurgate  by  removing  or  modifying  pas¬ 
sages  prudishly  considered  immodest.”3  While  Bowdler  has  given  his  name 
to  a  common  literary  device,  it  was  already  widely  practiced  long  before  his 
time  in  the  Hebrew  text  of  the  Old  Testament. 

My  initial  inquiry  had  begun  with  the  text  of  2  Sam  12:  14:  .  .  thou 

hast  given  great  occasion  to  the  enemies  of  the  Lord  to  blaspheme”  (KJV). 
The  Hebrew  text  does  not  permit  this  translation,  as  if  a  causative  form 
of  the  verb  were  there.  The  verbs — infinitive  construct  and  perfect — are 
both  Piel.  To  be  sure,  there  are  some  Hebrew  verbs  which  have  a  causative 
meaning  in  the  Piel;  for  example,  male  Qal,  “to  be  full”;  Piel,  “to  fill”;  and 
kdla  Qal,  “to  be  complete”;  Piel,  “to  complete.”  But  the  Piel  of  na*as 
never  has  the  meaning  of  “cause  to  blaspheme.” 

The  text  as  it  stands  can  be  translated  only  as  “because  you  have  greatly 
blasphemed  the  enemies  of  the  Lord,”  which  makes  no  sense  in  this  context. 
The  solution  was  noted  by  C.  D.  Ginsburg,4  that  the  word  *yby  “enemies 
of”  was  inserted  by  a  scribe  to  absolve  David  of  Nathan’s  harsh  judgment 
“you  have  greatly  blasphemed  the  Lord.” 

A  similar  act  of  the  scribe  may  have  occurred  in  2  Sam  12:  9.  Here 
Nathan’s  condemnation  of  David  is  “wherefore  hast  thou  despised  the  corn- 
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mandment  of  the  Lord?”  One  could  argue  that  David's  act  of  adultery 
with  Bathsheba  and  his  subsequent  legalized  murder  of  her  husband  con¬ 
stituted  “despising  the  word  [or  commandment]  of  the  Lord.”  But  I  would 
suggest  that  the  original  indictment  by  Nathan  may  well  have  been  “where¬ 
fore  hast  thou  despised  the  Lord?”  and  that  this  sacrilegious  idea  was 
softened  by  a  scribe  who  inserted  the  word  dbr.  It  is  interesting  that  Theo- 
dotion  omitted  the  word. 

Another  form  of  bowdlerizing  in  the  MT  is  the  use  of  euphemisms  for 
genital  organs.  In  Gen  24:  2-3  Abraham  commands  his  servant,  “Put  your 
hand  under  my  thigh  and  I  will  make  you  swear.”  The  servant  is  to  touch 
the  scrotum  of  Abraham,  much  as  we  put  our  hand  on  a  Bible  to  be  sworn 
as  a  witness  in  court.  Here  was  the  whole  future  of  Abraham’s  seed  to 
ensure  the  servant’s  carrying  out  the  command.  Is  it  a  coincidence  that 
in  Latin  testis  means  both  “scrotum”  and  “witness”? 

In  Is  6:  2  we  are  told  that  the  seraph  in  the  prophet’s  vision  used  two 
wings  “to  cover  his  feet.”  From  the  use  of  the  word  “feet”  elsewhere  as 
a  euphemism,  it  is  likely  that  the  seraph  was  covering  his  genitals.  Other 
examples  would  include  Is  7:  20  where  “hair  of  the  feet”  means  “pubic 
hair,”  and  Ruth  3:  4,  7  where  the  young  widow’s  “uncovering  the  feet  of 
Boaz”  may  mean  “exposing  his  genitals.”  In  Ex  4:  25  Zipporah’s  act  in 
casting  her  son’s  bloody  foreskin  at  Moses’  “feet”  may  mean  “touching  his 
genitals.” 

Deut  11:  10  wteqyt  brglk  “and  waterest  it  [the  land]  with  thy  foot”  (KJV) 
has  been  a  puzzle  to  the  commentators.  “As  far  as  we  know,  most  of  the 
machines  used  in  lifting  water  into  irrigation  ditches  were  not  run  by  the 
foot.”6  Could  it  be  that  the  Hebrew  workers  turned  aside  in  their  labors 
to  perform  a  natural  function,  much  as  millions  of  farm  laborers  before 
them  and  since  have  done?  Thus  “water  with  thy  foot”  may  mean  “to 
urinate.” 

It  is  well  known  that  elsewhere  in  the  Old  Testament  the  MT  bowdlerizes 
its  descriptions  of  natural  functions.  In  Judg  3:  24  Eglon,  king  of  Moab, 
is  said  to  be  “covering  his  feet”  msyk  hwy  * t-rglyw  when  he  was  evidently 
relieving  himself.  Similarly,  in  1  Sam  24:  3,  Saul  was  “covering  his  feet” 
(RSV  “went  in  to  relieve  himself”).  A  less  certain  case  is  that  in  which  natu¬ 
ral  functions  may  have  been  intended  by  the  euphemism  “gone  aside.”  In 
Esther  7:  7,  King  Ahasuerus  “rose  up  in  wrath  and  went  into  the  palace 
garden,”  leaving  his  vizier,  Haman,  alone  with  the  young  queen.  Perhaps 
the  king  had  had  too  much  wine  at  the  feast,  which  necessitated  his  hasty 
departure  from  the  scene. 

Another  euphemism  for  “genitals”  in  the  Old  Testament  is  “nakedness.” 
In  Gen  9:  22  Ham  is  cursed  for  seeing  his  father’s  nakedness.  Some  com- 
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mentators6  have  suggested  that  the  severity  of  the  curse  on  Ham  was  due 
to  his  having  committed  an  unnatural  act  with  his  father,  for  which  the 
MT  used  a  euphemism.  Elsewhere  (Lev  18:  6  ff)  “carnal  knowledge”  is 
similarly  bowdlerized  by  the  expression  “to  uncover  the  nakedness  of.” 

The  Babylonian  Talmud7  suggests  another  example.  In  Is  62:  4  “and 
your  land  Married”  (MT  be<ulah,  the  passive  participle  from  the  verb  ba'al, 
“to  possess  as  a  husband”)  is  possibly  alluding  to  the  sexual  act  in  which 
the  land  is  impregnated  by  the  rain,  as  the  husband  upon  the  wife. 

Another  example  of  euphemism  can  be  seen  in  Ezek  16:  17,  where  the 
text  salme  zakar ,  literally  “images  of  flesh  [or  men],”  has  been  translated 
in  the  RSV  “and  with  them  has  played  the  harlot.”  Could  this  coarse  lan¬ 
guage  of  the  prophet  mean  that  the  women  were  using  dildoes  ? 

Dr.  Bowdler  was  not  alone  in  his  desire  to  clean  up  the  Bible,  Shakespeare, 
Burns,  and  other  works  of  English  literature.  In  1952,  there  appeared  the 
Olive  Pell  Bible ,8  published  by  Mrs.  Pell  at  her  own  expense.  A  vegetarian, 
she  took  out  of  the  Bible  all  mention  of  the  eating  of  meat,  as  well  as  of  sex 
and  violence.  It  sold  fairly  well,  a  commercial  publisher  took  over  the  book, 
and  it  is  still  in  print. 
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Some  Old  Testament  Influences 
on  the  Prologue  of  John 


During  my  days  as  a  seminary  student,  it  was  Dr.  Myers  who 
impressed  upon  me  the  importance  of  a  knowledge  of  the  Old  Testament 
for  a  proper  understanding  of  the  New.  Ever  since  that  time  I  have  frequently 
been  grateful  for  the  wisdom  Dr.  Myers  imparted  in  the  classroom  and  my 
subsequent  association  with  him  as  a  friend.  I  am  delighted  to  have  this 
opportunity  to  contribute  to  a  volume  of  essays  in  his  honor. 

Although  influence  from  the  OT  upon  a  writer  of  the  NT  may  be  seen 
most  clearly,  perhaps,  in  his  direct  quotations,  frequently  the  language  and 
thought  of  a  NT  writer  show  familiarity  with  the  OT  more  indirectly  through 
allusion  and  paraphrase.  This  is  especially  true  of  the  writer  of  the  Fourth 
Gospel. 

As  I  have  shown  elsewhere,1  in  his  formal  quotations  the  author  of  John, 
like  most  NT  writers  and  the  sect  of  Qumran,  shows  a  preference  for  Isaiah 
and  the  Psalms.  Quotations  in  John  are  sometimes  combined  and/or  con¬ 
flated,  as,  for  example,  in  6:  31  and  12:  15.  In  several  places,  one  can  detect 
influence  on  the  thought  of  John  from  an  OT  passage  or  passages  in  addition 
to  the  one  specifically  quoted,  as  in  6:  45  and  7:  37  f.  Sometimes  a  quotation 
may  show  influence  also  from  the  Qumran  Scrolls,  as,  for  example,  in  7:  37  f. 
And  some  quotations  or  their  contexts  show  acquaintance  with  the  Synop¬ 
tics  or  the  Synoptic  tradition — for  example,  2:  17;  13:  18;.  19:  28  f,  36  f. 

I  should  like  to  suggest  that  when  the  writer  of  the  Prologue  composed 
his  verses  presenting  Jesus  as  the  Light,  he  was  influenced  primarily  by 
the  poetic  eschatology  of  Is  60:  1-3,  5,  19,  especially  by  vss  1-3.  He  may 
also  have  been  influenced  by  one  or  more  of  the  passages  from  the  Psalms 
quoted  below,  especially  36:  9  (10),  where  the  symbols  of  life  and  light  as- 
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sociated  with  God  are  brought  together.  In  Jn  1:  4,  both  life  and  light 
are  applied  to  Jesus  and  even  in  the  same  order.  The  writer  of  the  Prologue 
was  very  probably  influenced  by  the  passage  from  Qumran  quoted  below, 
which  is  the  closest  parallel  from  the  Dead  Sea  Scrolls  yet  known  to  any 
passage  in  the  NT  (cf  Jn  1 :  3).  This  influence  coincides  with  that  from  Qum¬ 
ran  elsewhere  in  the  Gospel.  And  acquaintance  with  the  Synoptic  tradition 
at  several  points  is  also  apparent. 

Is  60:  1-3,  5a,  19cd 

1  Arise,  give  light,  for  your  light  has  come; 

and  the  glory  of  the  Lord  shines  forth  over  you. 

2  For,  behold,  the  darkness  shall  cover  the  earth, 
and  thick  darkness  the  peoples; 

but  over  you  the  Lord  will  shine  forth, 
and  his  glory  will  be  seen  over  you. 

3  And  nations  shall  walk  by  your  light, 

and  kings  by  the  brightness  of  your  shining. 

5  Then  will  you  see  and  be  bright  [or  shine  or  be  radiant]. 

19  The  Lord  will  be  to  you  a  light  everlasting, 
and  your  God  will  be  your  glory. 

Ps  36:  9  (10) 

For  with  you  is  the  fountain  of  life; 
in  your  light  shall  we  see  light. 

Ps  56:  13  (14) 

That  I  may  walk  before  God  in  the  light  of  life 

Ps  27:  1 

The  Lord  is  my  light  and  my  salvation 

IQS  11:  11 

And  by  his  knowledge  everything  was  brought  into  being; 
and  all  things  that  are  were  established  by  his  thought; 
and  apart  from  him  it  is  not  done.2 

The  theme  of  Is  60  may  be  stated  thus:  “The  light  of  God’s  glory  revealed 
for  all  to  see”  (cf  Is  40:  5).  The  first  three  verses  are  an  introductory  strophe 
to  a  chapter  of  prophecy  complete  in  itself.  While  darkness  covers  the  rest 
of  the  world,  the  light  of  Yahweh’s  glory  dawns  upon  Jerusalem,  and  the 
nations  are  attracted  to  it. 

For  John,  the  darkness  of  the  end  of  the  age  has  settled  upon  the  earth. 
But  the  light  of  salvation,  so  long  promised  yet  so  long  expected  in  vain, 
has  finally  come.  Jesus  is  “a  light  everlasting”  (Is  60:  19  f),  “the  light  of 
life”  (Ps  56:  13[14];  Jn  8:  12),  the  light  which  the  darkness  could  not  over¬ 
come  (Jn  1:  5).  Jesus,  as  the  eschatological  and  ethical  Light  of  the  world, 
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came  to  save  men  from  the  darkness  of  sin  and  death  (cf  Jn  3:  19-21;  8:  12; 
9:  5;  11:  9  f;  12:  35  f,  46).  What  more  fitting  introduction  to  his  Gospel 
could  there  be  than  a  poem  about  Jesus  as  the  Light? — as  my  reconstruc¬ 
tion  here  given  and  supported  later  clearly  shows. 


Jn  1:3-14 
Strophe  1 


Strophe  2 


Strophe  3 


Strophe  4 


6  There  was  a  man, 
sent  from  God, 
whose  name  was  John. 

7  He  came  for  a  witness, 

to  bear  witness  to  the  light, 
that  all  might  believe  through  him. 

8  He  was  not  the  light, 

but  [came]  to  bear  witness  to  the  light. 

9  The  light,  the  true  one, 

that  gives  light  to  every  man, 
was  coming  into  the  world. 

3  All  things  came  into  being  through  him, 

and  apart  from  him  nothing  has  come  into  being. 

4  In  him  was  life, 

and  the  life  was  the  light  of  men. 

5  The  light  shines  in  the  darkness, 

and  the  darkness  has  not  overcome  it. 

10  He  was  in  the  world, 

and  the  world  was  made  through  him, 
but  the  world  did  not  know  him. 

11  He  came  to  his  own, 

but  his  own  did  not  receive  him. 

12  But  as  many  as  received  him, 

to  them  he  gave  power  to  become  children  of  God, 
to  those  who  believe  on  his  name. 

13  They  were  born  not  of  blood, 
nor  of  the  will  of  the  flesh, 
nor  of  the  will  of  man, 

but  of  God. 

14b  And  we  beheld  his  glory, 

glory  as  of  a  unique  Son  from  the  Father. 


The  vocabulary  common  to  the  passages  cited,  especially  Is  60  and  the 
Prologue,  is  obvious.  Not  so  obvious,  however,  are  certain  ideas  common 
to  Is  60  and  the  Prologue: 

1.  Pervading  eschatological  mood. 

2.  Repetition  of  the  word  “copie”  (Is  60:  1,  4bc,  5d,  and  Jn  1:  7,  8  [under¬ 
stood],  9,  11). 
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3.  Antithesis  between  light  and  darkness. 

4.  Light  prevails. 

5.  Presence  of  a  believing  community  (Jerusalem  in  Isaiah;  “those  who 
believe  on  his  name”  in  Jn  1:  12  =  “we”  in  1:  14). 

6.  Acceptance  or  belief  is  not  universal  (cf  Is  60:  7  ff,  12  and  Jn  1:  11  f). 
There  is  a  contrast  between  Jerusalem  and  the  world  in  Isaiah;  in  John, 
between  the  world  and  those  receiving  the  Light  and  believing. 

7.  Use  of  “name”  for  the  person  (“the  name  of  the  Lord  your  God”  in 
Is  60:  9;  “believe  on  his  name”  in  Jn  1:  12). 

8.  Idea  of  glory;  but  whereas  it  is  central  in  Isaiah,  light  is  central  in  John. 
In  Isaiah,  it  is  the  glory  of  Yahweh,  but  of  Christ  as  the  Light  in  John, 
a  natural  transference  for  the  writer,  as  elsewhere  in  the  Gospel  (cf  also 
eyco  eifil).  But  in  both  cases,  it  is  a  glory  that  is  “seen.” 

9.  The  verbs  ^r  and  r*h  occur  in  Is  60:  1  f.  In  the  LXX,  both  are  trans¬ 
lated  either  with  (paiva)  or  (payrtCco.  The  latter  occurs  in  the  LXX  of 
Isaiah  only  in  60:  1,  19.  Both  words  appear  in  the  Prologue;  the  former 
in  1:5,  the  latter  in  1:  9.  The  fact  that  (pioritco  occurs  nowhere  else  in 
the  Gospel  seems  to  indicate  influence  from  Is  60:  1  f  in  the  Prologue. 

10.  A  “coalescence  of  the  external  and  physical  manifestation  with  spiritual 
revelation  is  a  central  feature  of  the  poet's  eschatological  representation.”3 
Although  the  writer  of  the  Prologue  wants  the  reader  to  know  that  the 
Light  came  in  human  form,  spiritual  overtones  are  apparent.4  “It  is  a 
mistake,  therefore,  to  divorce  the  literal  and  material  from  the  symbolic 
and  spiritual.  The  external  and  internal  manifestations  of  Yahweh's 
presence  and  his  eschatological  and  redemptive  deeds  belong  together.”5 

11.  “The  poet  employs  all  the  resources  of  terminology,  repetition,  word 
order,  and  grammatical  construction  to  portray  the  glory  of  the  Lord's 
self-manifestation.”6  Again  an  apt  description  of  the  Johannine  poet 
as  well. 


Upon  examination  of  the  Prologue  certain  observations  seem  important. 
Light  ( you ;),  not  Word  (Ao'yoc),  is  the  dominant  theme  of  vss  3-13  and  14b. 
Whereas  the  word  Xoyoq  occurs  only  four  times  in  vss  1-14,  three  of  which 
are  in  the  first  verse,  the  word  (poig  is  used  six  times  in  vss  4-9.  Moreover, 
Xoyog  does  not  appear  anywhere  else  in  the  Gospel  with  the  same  meaning — 
namely,  in  a  christological  sense.  In  the  whole  NT  Xoyoi ;  is  used  as  a  title 
for  Jesus  only  twice,  both  in  Johannine  writings  (1  Jn  1:  1;  Rev  19:  13). 
Although  Jesus  never  applied  the  title  Logos  to  himself,  he  did  apply  the 
symbols  light  and  life  to  himself:  “I  am  the  light  of  the  world”  (8:  12); 
“As  long  as  I  am  in  the  world,  I  am  the  light  of  the  world”  (9:  5);  “The 
light  is  with  you  for  a  little  while  longer”  (12:  35;  cf  also  12:  46).  The 
themes  of  light  and  darkness,  with  Jesus  as  the  Light,  are  an  inherent  part 
of  the  rest  of  the  Gospel. 

The  dominance  of  the  \6yog  concept  in  the  Prologue  has  been  grossly 
exaggerated.  And  since  Light,  not  Word,  is  the  dominant  idea,  we  have 
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a  Phos  (light)  poem  or  hymn.  But  how,  then,  does  this  Phos  poem  fit  in 
with  the  rest  of  the  Prologue  (1:  1  f,  14a,  15-18)  and  the  Gospel  as  a  whole? 

In  the  opinion  of  some  scholars,  the  Prologue  serves  as  a  rather  thorough 
introduction  or  summary  or  outline  for  the  Gospel,  and  stands  in  a  close 
relationship  to  it.  According  to  others,  the  Prologue  is  scarcely  related  to 
the  body  of  the  Gospel,  and  thus  represents  an  effort  on  the  part  of  someone 
to  express  the  coming  of  Jesus  in  Hellenistic  terms  in  a  way  that  would 
appeal  to  Greek  readers.7 

There  is  a  wide  range  of  opinion  with  respect  to  which  verses  comprised 
the  original  form  of  the  Prologue.  Of  the  cross  section  of  scholarly  opinions 
cited  by  Brown,  all  “regard  vss.  6-8,  and  15  as  secondary  additions;  and 
many  would  add  vss.  9,  12-13,  17-18.  The  only  general  agreement  is  on 
vss.  1-5,  10-11,  and  14  as  parts  of  the  original  poem.”®  Before  presenting 
my  own  proposal,  I  should  like  to  discuss  here  two  of  the  more  recent  and 
perceptive  studies  on  the  Prologue. 


J.  A.  T.  Robinson  on  the  Prologue 

J.  A.  T.  Robinson®  presupposes  the  literary  unity  of  the  Gospel  on  purely 
stylistic  grounds,  including  both  Prologue  and  Epilogue  as  the  work  of  a 
single  hand,  though  not  written  at  one  sitting.  According  to  Robinson, 
there  is  “no  clear  line  demarcating”  the  Prologue  from  the  body  of  the 
Gospel,  and  it  is  difficult  to  determine  the  thought  and  poetic  structure 
of  the  Prologue.  The  most  obvious  difficulties  are  vs  15 — the  rudest  inter¬ 
ruption — and  the  change  of  subject  beginning  with  vs  6.  The  differences 
in  subject  and  rhythm  have  “prompted  numerous  reconstructions  ...  of 
what  has  been  called  a  ‘Wisdom  hymn’  or  ‘Logos  ode.’”  Robinson  finds 
“little  evidence  for”  and  “much  presumption  against”  such  a  hymn  being 
pre-Johannine  or  even  non-Christian  in  origin,  taken  over  from  Mandaeans, 
Alexandrians,  or  Gnostics.  “Nor  does  it  even  fit  the  facts  to  presuppose 
an  independent  Logos  poem  previously  composed  by  the  same  author  and 
then  forced  into  uneasy  union  with  the  narrative  of  his  Gospel.  It  is  more 
as  though  in  the  Prologue  the  themes  of  the  Gospel  are  played  over  before¬ 
hand,  as  in  the  overture  to  an  opera.” 

I  am  in  substantial  agreement  with  most  of  what  Robinson  says  up  to 
this  point.  The  last  sentence  of  the  above  paragraph  is  particularly  apt, 
but  it  is  even  more  valid  if  the  primary  feature  of  the  Prologue  is  a  Phos 
poem  and  not  a  Logos  hymn.  Robinson  himself  notes  that  Arfyo?  never 
recurs  in  the  Gospel  as  a  title,  that  “the  dominant  Christology  of  the  Gospel 
is  .  .  .  ‘the  Christ,  the  Son  of  God,’”  and  that  certain  connections,  such  as 
“the  most  markedly  ‘metaphysical’  language  of  the  Gospel”  (3:  13)  and 
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the  distinction  between  ra  &vcd  and  ra  xarco  (3:  31),  which  some  see  as 
Platonic,  are  missing  just  where  one  might  expect  to  find  them.  He  also 
says  that  “in  the  central  affirmation  of  the  Prologue  .  .  .  ‘  the  Word  became 
flesh’  . .  .  the  usage  of  the  key  terms  is  subtly  different  from  that  of  the 
Gospel  as  a  whole”  (cf  1:  14;  6:  14;  3:  6).  For  the  terminology  of  the  Word 
becoming  flesh,  we  must  look  not  to  the  Gospel  but  to  the  Epistles  of  John, 
in  such  places  as  1  Jn  4:  2;  2  Jn  7;  and  1  Jn  1:  1. 

Noting  the  parallels  between  1  Jn  1:  1,  2  and  Jn  1: 14,4,2,  Robinson  sug¬ 
gests  that  the  opening  of  1  Jn  “represents  the  first  sketch  for  the  Prologue,” 
and  that  the  Prologue,  as  well  as  the  Epilogue,  belongs  to  the  period  during 
which  the  Epistles  were  written.  The  Prologue  is,  therefore,  “a  definite  ad¬ 
dition — more  like  a  preface  to  a  second  edition — setting  the  original  work 
in  a  new  context.”  The  Gospel  “once  began — as  it  ended — differently.” 
While  the  original  ending  of  the  Gospel  is  preserved  in  20:  31,  its  original 
beginning  cannot  be  reconstructed  with  certainty.  Robinson  defends  the 
thesis  that  the  Prologue  consists  “not  (as  has  usually  been  suggested)  .  .  . 
of  a  poem  with  prose  additions,  but ...  an  original  narrative  opening  around 
which  a  poetic  structure  (with  its  own  prose  commentary)  has  subsequently 
been  built.” 

Starting  with  the  poetic  or  rhythmic  meditation  portion  first,  Robinson 
says  that  vss  1,  3,  4,  5,  10,  11,  and  14  represent  the  material  common  to  the 
reconstructions  of  J.  Weiss,  C.  Cryer,  C.  F.  Burney,  J.  H.  Bernard,  H.  C. 
Green,  and  R.  Schnackenburg.10  Other  verses,  not  so  clearly  poetic  but 
dependent  theologically  upon  the  rhythmic  meditation,  are  2,  12,  13,  14b, 
16,  17,  18.  After  the  prose  portion  is  detached,  we  are  left  with  vss  6-9, 
15,  and  19,  which  possibly  constituted  the  original  opening  of  the  Gospel. 

If  the  Prologue  was  written  after,  not  with,  the  Gospel  as  an  addition  to 
it,  then,  according  to  Robinson,  two  consequences  follow:  one  for  the  his¬ 
torical  setting  of  the  Gospel,  and  the  other  for  its  theology. 

First,  “the  Logos  theology  belongs  to  the  environment  of  the  Gospel 
rather  than  to  its  background .”  The  environment  “in  and  for  which  the 
Gospel  was  published  was  one  of  Greek-speaking  Diaspora  Judaism,  but 
.  .  .  the  background  of  the  author  and  his  tradition  was  Aramaic-speaking 
Palestinian  Judaism.”  The  Logos  hymn  could  be  the  product  of  Palestinian 
Judaism  or  more  probably  of  Diaspora  Judaism,  even  perhaps  of  Hellenism. 
Although  Robinson  does  point  out  that  “one  of  the  most  interesting  cor¬ 
respondences  in  the  Qumran  literature  is  in  fact  with  John  i.  3,”  he  says 
that  the  Qumran  Scrolls  provide  no  parallel  to  the  Logos  theology. 

Second,  the  history  of  the  Gospel  “has  its  own  primacy,  the  facts  are 
sacred — and  the  theology  is  given  only  in,  with  and  under  it.  This  is  made 
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crystal  clear  in  the  opening  verses  of  the  first  Epistle,  and  the  Prologue 
restates  it  by  insisting  upon  the  centrality  of  the  Word  made  flesh.” 

It  is  clear  that  throughout  his  discussion,  as  in  discussions  of  the  Johannine 
Prologue  by  other  scholars  in  general,  Robinson  is  primarily  concerned  with 
the  Logos,  “the  centrality  of  the  Word.”  It  is  precisely  this  point,  I  think, 
which  has  to  be  seriously  reconsidered. 

In  the  course  of  his  discussion,  Robinson  lists  themes  common  to  the 
Prologue  and  the  rest  of  the  Gospel: 

The  pre-existence  of  the  Logos  or  Son 
In  him  was  life 
Life  is  light 

Light  rejected  by  darkness 
Yet  not  quenched  by  it 
Light  coming  into  the  world 
Christ  not  received  by  his  own 
Being  born  of  God  and  not  of  flesh 
Seeing  his  glory 
The  only-begotten  Son 
Truth  in  Jesus  Christ 

No  one  has  seen  God,  except  the  one  who  comes  from  God's  side 

I  should  like  to  point  out,  first  of  all,  that  the  list  is  “impressive,”  to  use 
Robinson’s  term.  But  it  is  impressive  to  me  because  of  the  centrality  of 
the  Light  and  the  things  associated  with  it,  not  the  Logos.  In  fact,  the  only 
reference  to  the  Logos  (first  theme)  should  not  be  included,  not  just  for 
the  reason  that  the  title  Logos  itself  appears  nowhere  in  the  Gospel — to 
say  nothing  of  its  pre-existence — but  because  the  pre-existence  of  the  Son 
is  not  stated  in  the  Prologue.  And  all  the  other  comparisons  are  equally 
valid,  or  even  more  so,  when  made  with  Christ  as  the  Light. 

Following  the  suggestion  of  B.  T.  D.  Smith,  Robinson  says  there  may  be 
“a  deliberate  correspondence  between  the  structure  of  the  Prologue  and 
that  of  the  Gospel”: 

• «) 

Christ  as  the  agent  of  (the  new)  creation  (1:3  =  1:  35-4:  42)  * 

Christ  as  the  life  of  the  world  (1:4  =  4:  43-6:  71) 

Christ  as  the  light  of  the  world  (1:  4  f  =  7:  1-9:  41) 

He  came  to  his  own  and  his  own  received  him  not  (1:  10  f  =  10:  1-12:  50) 
But  to  all  who  believed  in  his  name  he  gave  power  to  become  children  of 
God  (1:  12  f  =  13:  1-20:  29) 

Here  again  Light,  with  the  things  associated  with  it,  not  Logos,  may  be 
taken  as  predominate.  In  line  one,  presumably  Christ  as  Logos  is  “the 
agent  of  (the  new)  creation,”  since  Jn  1 :  3  is  given  as  the  reference  from  the 
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Prologue.  But  Christ  is  nowhere  the  agent  of  creation  in  1:  35-4:  42.  It  is 
very  important  to  notice  here  that  the  Christ  through  whom  the  world  was 
made  (vs  10)  is  characterized  in  vs  9  as  “the  true  light,”  not  as  the  Logos. 
While  it  is  not  explicitly  stated  elsewhere  in  the  Gospel  that  Christ  as  the 
Light — or  under  any  other  title,  for  that  matter — is  the  agent  in  creation, 
at  least  a  “new  creation”  may  be  taken  as  implied  in  such  passages  as  6: 
33;  8:  12;  9:  5  (with  the  whole  story  of  the  healing  of  the  blind  man);  11: 
9  f,  25  f  (the  raising  of  Lazarus);  and  12:  35  f,  46.  Better  yet,  perhaps,  are 
those  passages  about  Jesus  working — as,  for  example,  in  4:  34;  5:  17-36; 
10:  25-38;  14:  10-12;  17:  4. 


Joachim  Jeremias  on  the  Prologue 

More  recently,  Joachim  Jeremias  has  produced  a  chapter  on  the  Prologue 
to  John.11  He  begins  with  an  observation  with  respect  to  the  sentence 
structure.  “The  Prologue  is  constructed  by  means  of  parallelism,  the  pairing 
of  similarly  sounding  clauses,  constituting  a  kind  of  call  and  response — 
perhaps  echoing  the  alternation  between  precentor  and  congregation.”  He 
adds:  “The  Prologue,  as  everyone  knows  today,  is  a  powerfully  contrived 
song,  an  early  Christian  religious  poem,  a  psalm,  a  hymn  to  the  Logos  Jesus 
Christ”  (p.  72). 

Thus  Jeremias  also  calls  the  poetry  of  the  Prologue  a  Logos-hymn,  so 
the  Logos  remains  as  the  center  of  his  attention.  According  to  Jeremias, 
the  hymn  is  divided  into  four  strophes:  (1)  the  Logos  of  God  (vss  1-5); 
(2)  the  witness  pointing  to  him  (vss  6-8);  (3)  the  fate  of  the  Logos  in  the 
world  (vss  9-13);  and  (4)  the  confession  of  the  believing  community  (vss 
14-18). 

Notice  here  that  much  of  what  Jeremias  takes  as  applied  to  Jesus  as  the 
Logos  could  more  aptly  be  applied  to  him  as  the  Light.  In  the  second 
strophe,  John  the  Baptist  came  “to  bear  witness  to  the  Light”  (1 :  7),  not 
to  the  Logos,  which  is  totally  consistent  with  the  portrayal  of  the  Baptist 
elsewhere  in  the  Gospel.  In  5:  35,  “light”  is  used  with  reference  to  the  Baptist 
who,  as  in  1 :  7,  is  thought  of  as  bearing  witness  to  Jesus:  “John  has  borne 
witness  to  the.  truth  ....  He  was  a  burning  and  shining  lamp,  and  you  were 
willing  to  rejoice  for  a  time  in  his  light”;  and  in  the  context  of  5:  33-36,  the 
Baptist  is  presented  as  inferior  to  Jesus,  as  in  other  places  in  the  Gospel. 

In  the  third  strophe,  what  is  described  is  the  fate  of  the  Light,  not  of  the 
Logos,  in  the  world  (1:  9-13).  The  antecedent  of  everything  that  is  stated 
in  vss  10-13  is  “the  true  light  . .  .  that  was  coming  into  the  world”  (vs  9). 
In  this  strophe,  things  are  also  in  perfect  harmony  with  passages  elsewhere 
in  the  Gospel.  At  two  places  in  the  Gospel,  there  is  reference  to  Jesus  as 
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Light  having  come  into  the  world,  once  probably  in  the  words  of  the  writer, 
though  perhaps  in  the  words  of  Jesus  (3:  19),  once  definitely  in  Jesus’  words 
(12:  46).  These  two  passages  confirm  the  translation  in  1:  9— that  is,  taking 
iqXOfJLSvov  with  (pax;  instead  of  avdycoTtov. 

Even  in  the  fourth  strophe,  “the  confession  of  the  believing  community” 
should  be  thought  of  as  directed  toward  “the  unique  Son,”  rather  than  to¬ 
ward  the  Logos.  In  vs  15,  “John  bears  witness  to  him”  (Son,  as  antecedent) 
finds  a  parallel  in  1:  34:  “And  I  have  seen  and  I  have  borne  witness  that 
this  is  the  Son  of  God.”  At  other  places  the  Baptist  is  said  to  bear  witness 
to  Jesus,  but  never  to  him  as  the  Logos  (cf  1:  32  f;  3:  26;  5:  33).  Whereas 
the  term  Logos  never  appears  elsewhere  in  the  Gospel,  the  words  “unique 
Son”  (1:  14b)  occur  in  3:  16. 

The  descriptions  which  Jeremias  uses  to  summarize  the  strophes  seem 
much  more  appropriate  if  the  Prologue  is  considered  as  a  Phos  poem  rather 
than  as  a  Logos  hymn.  Taken  in  this  way,  all  the  verses  of  the  Prologue 
(3-13,  14b)  except  1  f,  14a,  and  15-18  are  entirely  consonant  with  the 
Gospel. 

Jeremias  observes  that  in  the  Prologue  there  is  a  kind  of  poetry  well 
known  in  Hebrew  literature — “a  skilful  elaboration  of  the  synthetic  form, 
namely  climactic  parallelism  (step-parallelism).  It  is  so  named  because 
every  line  takes  up  a  word  of  the  preceding  line,  as  it  were  lifting  it  up  a 
step  higher.”  In  the  Prologue,  it  appears  in  1:  4  f,  1:  14b,  and  1:  16: 

In  him  was  life , 

and  the  life  was  the  light  of  men. 

And  the  light  shines  in  the  darkness , 
and  the  darkness  has  not  comprehended  it. 

We  have  beheld  his  glory , 

glory  as  of  the  only  son  from  the  Father, 

full  of  grace  and  truth, 

and  from  his  fulness  have  we  all  received  grace  upon  grace. 

“This  climactic  parallelism  is  the  dominating  formal  feature  of  the  Prologue.” 
Jeremias  points  out  the  lack  of  climactic  parallelism  in  some  verses  (12b, 
13,  14-16).  Only  by  taking  the  words  “full  of  grace”  from  vs  14a  and  con¬ 
necting  them  with  vs  16,  omitting  vs  15,  can  he  obtain  a  climactic  paral¬ 
lelism  in  vss  14-16. 

This  observation  corresponds  to  another  one.  Whereas  the  climactic  parts 
of  the  Prologue  differ  in  their  vocabulary  from  the  Fourth  Gospel  (such 
important  words  as  “the  Logos,”  “grace  and  truth,”  even  “grace,”  do  not 
recur  outside  the  Prologue),  the  non-climactic  insertions  betray  the  lan¬ 
guage  of  the  Fourth  Evangelist  himself  (vv.  6-8,  12b-13,  15  and,  perhaps, 
17-18). 
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This  has  led  to  the  commonly  accepted  conclusion  that  we  must  distinguish 
between  the  original  Prologue  ( Urprolog )  and  the  Evangelist’s  comments 
about  it.  The  Urprolog  is  of  Christian  origin  and  was  “one  of  the  hymns 
sung  at  the  daily  Eucharist ...”  (pp.  73-75). 

According  to  Jeremias,  the  Christian  origin  of  the  Logos  hymn  is  certain 
because  it  was  one  of  many  in  the  NT  exalting  Christ,  including  Phil  2: 
6-11;  Col  1:  15-20;  1  Tim  3:  16;  and  2  Tim  2:  11-13,  of  which  Phil  2:  6-11 
is  most  nearly  like  the  Christ  hymn  in  Jn  1.  “They  are  Heilsgeschichte 
in  Hymnenform.  This  literary  genre  .  .  .  comes  from  the  Old  Testament.” 
The  Logos  hymn  of  John  replaces  the  birth  narratives  of  Matthew  and 
Luke,  but  on  a  more  exalted  note  (pp.  75  f,  78  f). 


The  Prologue  as  a  Phos  (light)  Poem 

Several  observations  with  respect  to  Jeremias’  view  should  be  noted.  First 
of  all,  in  the  poetic  verses  which  Jeremias  sets  off.  Light  is  the  dominating 
feature.  There  could  scarcely  be  better  evidence  for  the  nucleus  of  a  Phos 
poem  in  the  Prologue  than  that  fact.  Moreover,  the  italicized  words  (italics 
are  his),  with  the  exception  of  the  ones  in  the  last  two  lines,  are  among 
those  which  occur  most  frequently  in  the  Gospel.  So  Jeremias*  statement 
that  “the  climactic  parts  of  the  Prologue  differ  in  their  vocabulary  from  the 
Fourth  Gospel”  is  correct  only  for  the  w»ords  which  he  takes  from  vss  1, 
14a,  and  16  f.  Precisely  because  the  vocabulary  of  all  verses,  including  the 
climactic  parts,  except  1  f,  14a,  and  most  of  15-18,  does  coincide  with  that 
of  the  Gospel  is  a  major  reason  for  concluding  that  vss  1  f,  14a,  and  most 
of  15-18  were  probably  not  written  by  the  author  of  vss  3-13,  14b,  and  the 
rest  of  the  Gospel. 

If  it  be  granted  at  this  point  that  Light,  not  Logos,  is  the  dominant  feature 
of  the  Prologue,  then  surely  it  is  clear  that  the  Logos  idea  has  been  over¬ 
worked,  I  have  suggested  that  the  author  of  John,  under  the  influence  of 
a  combination  of  OT  passages,  especially  Is  60:  1-3,  5,  19,  the  Qumran 
Scrolls,  and  the  Synoptic  tradition,  composed  the  Prologue  as  an  introduc¬ 
tion  to  his  work.  As  in  the  case  of  many  introductions,  I  believe  his  was 
composed  after  the  completion  of  the  Gospel.  I  also  think  that  it  originally 
comprised  most,  if  not  all,  of  vss  3-13  and  14b,  and  that  the  idea  of  the 
Logos  (vss  1  f  and  14a)  was  not  a  part  of  it.  We  can  omit  the  Logos  passages 
— and,  as  I  will  establish  later,  they  are  the  only  ones  we  can  omit — without 
losing  a  single  concept  or  theme  of  the  Gospel. 

On  the  other  hand,  the  missing  connection  between  Prologue  and  Gospel 
which  Robinson  points  out — “the  pre-existent  Son  of  man  who  descends 
from  heaven  to  return  thither” — does  not  seem  to  be  serious.  As  I  have 
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shown  elsewhere,12  “Son  of  man”  in  John  is  only  a  literary  variation  for 
the  Son,  Son  of  God,  and  Jesus,  and  not  a  distinct  theological  concept. 
Although  not  as  vividly  or  explicitly  stated  as  in  vss  1  and  14a,  the  pre¬ 
existence  of  Jesus  may  be  implied  from  the  language  of  vs  9— “the  light . . . 
was  coming  into  the  world” — in  the  same  way  as  from  similar  language 
elsewhere  in  the  Gospel,  rather  clear  statements  of  which  are  in  3:  19;  6: 
51;  8:  58;  and  12: 46.  With  the  idea  of  pre-existence  in  1 :  9  and  14b,  compare 
especially  16:  26-30,  and  notice  the  similarity  of  language  and  thought. 
Whether  or  not  pre-existence  is  implied  in  14b,  it  seems  more  appropriate 
to  associate  glory — “glory  as  of  a  unique  Son  from  the  Father” — with  the 
concept  of  Jesus  as  the  Light,  as  we  have  done,  than  with  that  of  the  Logos. 
In  17:  1-5,  as  in  1:  14b,  glory  is  associated  with  the  Son,  and  there  it  is  the 
glory  of  the  Son  which  was  pre-existent  (cf  17:  22).  In  17:  24,  as  in  1:  14b, 
it  is  glory  which  is  “beheld.”  Moreover,  the  Light  and  Son  (of  God)  are 
synonymous  in  the  Gospel  in  3:  16-21.  The  connection  between  Prologue 
and  Gospel  is  clear. 

One  of  the  difficulties  which  arises  from  including  vss  1  f,  14a,  (15),  and 
16-18  in  the  original  Prologue  is  that  certain  terms,  including  such  theolo¬ 
gically  important  ones  as  koyog  (“word,”  used  as  a  title),  oxrjvow  (“dwell”), 
%agiq  (“grace”),  nk^goufta  (“fullness”),  ntygrjg  (“full”),  and  ityyeoficu 
(“declare,”  “make  known”),  occur  there  but  nowhere  else  in  the  Gospel. 
Besides  these,  the  preposition  ngog,  in  the  phrase  ngoq  rov  deov  in  vss 
1  and  2,  is  used  nowhere  else  in  the  Gospel  with  the  same  meaning.  In 
strong  contrast,  the  only  word  in  vss  3-13  and  14b  which  does  not  appear 
elsewhere  in  the  Gospel  is  qxoriCo)  (1 :  9)  which,  as  I  have  said,  may  indicate 
influence  from  Is  60:  1  f.  And  many  words,  such  as  “life,”  “light,”  “dark¬ 
ness,”  “witness”  (both  the  verb  and  the  noun),  “believe,”  “world,”  “come,” 
“know,”  “receive”  (two  different  words  in  1:  Ilf),  “to  be  born,”  “will,” 
and  “glory,”  are  key  words,  occurring  again  and  again. 

The  Gospel  as  we  now  have  it  has  two  “endings”  (20:  30  f  and  21:  24  f); 
it  appears  to  have  two  “beginnings”  as  well  (1:  1  ff  and  1:  6  ff).  When 
one  restricts  the  Prologue  to  vss  3-13  and  14b,  then  vss  6-8  become  the 
natural  beginning.  In  spite  of  the  fact  that  most  scholars  regard  vss  6-8  as 
secondary  additions,  I  believe  these  verses  are  original  with  the  Gospel  writer. 

Some  scholars  have  noted  that  1:  6  is  a  natural  opening  for  a  historical 
narrative  and  have  called  attention  to  parallels  in  the  OT,  such  as  Judg 
13:  2  and  1  Sam  1:1.  It  is,  indeed,  likely  that  the  author  used  the  OT  in 
1 :  6  and  in  exactly  the  same  way  as  in  some  other  places  in  the  Prologue 
and  Gospel. 

In  having  vss  6-8  first,  there  is  no  interruption  in  the  sequence  of  thought. 
Moreover,  the  language  and  thought  of  the  verses  themselves  are  entirely 
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consonant  with  the  writer’s  portrayal  of  the  Baptist  as  inferior  to  Jesus 
at  every  turn  (cf  1:  19-37;  3:  23-30;  4:  1;  5:  33-36;  10:  40-42).  In  contrast 
to  the  Synoptists,  the  writer  in  the  Prologue  is  consistent  with  the  rest  of 
his  Gospel  by  always  referring  to  the  Baptist  as  John,  never  as  uthe  Baptist.” 
I  have  already  indicated  that  in  Jn  5:  35  the  term  “light”  is  used  with  ref¬ 
erence  to  the  Baptist  and  that  he  bears  witness  to  Jesus. 

Robinson  shows  parallels  between  Jn  1:  6  and  opening  lines  in  the  Synop¬ 
tics  (Mk  1:  4;  Lk  1:  5;  3:  1  f).  I  should  like  to  note,  further,  that  in  Jn 
1:  6  the  Baptist  is  introduced  as  “a  man  sent  from  God.”  In  Jn  3:  28,  the 
Baptist  thinks  of  himself  as  being  sent:  “I  was  sent  before  him”  (i.e.,  Christ). 
In  both  of  these  passages,  the  writer  shows  affinity  with  Mk  1:  2:  “Behold, 
I  send  my  messenger  before  your  face.”  Thus  it  appears  that  the  writer 
of  John,  like  that  of  Mark,  began  his  story  of  Jesus  by  introducing  the 
Baptist  as  his  forerunner  (cf  Jn  1:  15-34  and  3:  28).  With  the  witness  of 
the  Baptist  in  the  beginning  of  the  Gospel,  the  sequence  in  1:  19  ff  is  in 
no  way  disturbed. 

At  this  point,  perhaps,  some  comment  on  the  poetic  and  rhythmic  char¬ 
acter  of  the  Prologue  should  be  made.  The  nature  of  much  of  the  poetry 
seems  to  me  still  to  be  an  open  question.  Almost  all  agree  that  most  of 
vss  14-18  is  basically  prose,  and  many  would  also  include  some  of  vss  9-13 
in  that  category.  Vs  2  is  difficult  to  fit  into  any  poetic  arrangement.  While 
some  verses  do  not  precisely  fall  under  any  form  of  Hebrew  poetry,  there 
seems  to  be  a  certain  rhythmic  quality  about  them  which  I  have  tried, 
maybe  unsuccessfully,  to  bring  out  in  the  translation. 

The  content  of  my  proposed  arrangement  of  the  Prologue  is  an  effective 
introduction  or  prelude  which  easily  blends  in  with  the  rest  of  the  Gospel. 
I  have  already  indicated  a  number  of  things  in  it  consistent  with  the  rest 
of  the  Gospel.  We  turn  now  to  additional  ideas  and  themes  and  style  of 
writing  in  the  Prologue  consonant  with  the  Gospel. 

The  strophe  about  John  (1:  6-8)  is  the  writer’s  equivalent  of  the  Synop- 
tists’  introduction  of  the  Baptist.  In  addition  to  the  parallels  already  noted, 
compare  Mt  3:  1:  “In  those  days  came  (nagayiverai)  John  the  Baptist” 
with  Jn  1 :  7:  “He  came  for  a  witness.”  There  is  also  the  same  kind  of  paral¬ 
lel  between  Jesus  as  the  Light  “coming  into  the  world”  in  Jn  1:  9  and  the 
Synoptists’  introduction  of  Jesus  to  the  world:  xal  iyevero  iv  ixelvaiq  r alg 
rjixeQau;  tfhOev  s Irjaovg  and  (Mk  1:  9;  cf  Mt  3:  13).  In  the  same 

way,  the  statement  in  the  Prologue  about  Jesus  as  the  Light  coming  into 
the  world  reflects  the  Synoptists*  view  that  Jesus’  coming  was  regarded  as 
the  fulfillment  of  OT  prophecy:  “The  people  sitting  in  darkness  saw  a  great 
light,  and  upon  those  sitting  in  the  region  and  shadow  of  death  a  light  has 
arisen”  (Mt  4:  15  f,  quoting  Is  9:  1  f);  compare  also:  “A  light  for  a  revelation 


Some  Old  Testament  Influences  on  the  Prologue  of  John 


157 


to  Gentiles  and  glory  of  your  people  Israel”  (Lk  2:  32  and  Is  42:  6;  49:  6). 
All  this  coincides  with  the  writer’s  knowledge  and  use  of  the  Synoptics  else¬ 
where  in  the  Gospel  when  using  OT  sources  as  well.13 

In  NT  thought,  it  was  not  the  long-expected  Logos  that  had  come  but 
the  Light.  That  theme  is  repeated  in  the  Gospel  of  John  several  times 
(3:  19;  11:  9;  12:  35  f,  46).  Moreover,  Jesus’  followers  are  exhorted  to  be¬ 
lieve  in  him  so  that  they  may  become  “sons  of  light”  (12:  36)— an  expression 
well  known  from  the  Dead  Sea  Scrolls  (e.g.,  IQS  1:  9;  3:  24;  1QM  1:  1,  3; 
and  passim;  cf  Lk  16:  8;  Eph  5:  8;  1  Thess  5:  5).  I  am  familiar  with  the 
phrase  “sons  of  light”  (cf  above),  but  I  know  of  no  place  in  either  the  Bible 
or  the  Dead  Sea  Scrolls  where  the  expression  “sons  of  the  Word”  occurs. 

When  vss  3-5  are  placed  after  vs  9,  then  Jesus  as  the  Light,  not  as  the 
Logos,  is  their  antecedent.  Such  an  arrangement  is  quite  defensible  for  the 
following  reasons.  To  regard  the  Light  as  the  agent  in  creation  in  vs  3  is 
justifiable  on  the  basis  of  vs  10,  where  the  writer  of  the  Prologue  states  in 
a  different  way  a  point  he  had  made  earlier.  (This  kind  of  repetition  and 
variation  of  language  is  one  of  the  most  characteristic  features  of  the  Johan- 
nine  style.14)  Moreover,  in  the  Fourth  Gospel,  Jesus  as  the  Light  and  Giver 
of  light  is  also  the  Life  and  Giver  of  life  (cf  many  passages  from  3:  16-17: 
3).  The  sentence,  “In  him  [i.e.,  the  Light]  was  life,”  is  confirmed  by  the 
reference  to  Jesus  as  “the  Light  of  life”  in  8:  12,  the  latter  itself  being  an  OT 
expression  (cf  Ps  56:  13  [14];  Job  33:  30);  so  also  5:  26:  “For  as  the  Father 
has  life  in  himself,  so  he  has  granted  to  the  Son  also  to  have  life  in  himself.”15 

The  theme  of  light  and  darkness,  with  the  antithesis  between  the  two 
but  with  the  light  not  being  overcome,  is  well  known  in  John  (cf  3:  16-12: 
46).  As  in  Is  60  and  the  Qumran  Scrolls  (for  example,  IQS  3:  18-25;  4: 
9-14;  1QM  13;  15: 9  f),  so  in  the  Prologue  and  Gospel  the  light  is  both  eschato¬ 
logical  and  ethical. 

The  idea  of  Jesus  coming  into  and  being  in  the  world,  with  some  not 
knowing  or  receiving  him,  recurs  in  the  Gospel:  “I  have  come  in  the  name 
of  my  Father,  and  you  do  not  receive  me”  (5:  43);  “If  you  had  known  me, 
you  would  have  known  my  Father  also”  (14:  7).  See  also  4:  44;  8:  28;  13:  1; 
15:  18;  16:  8;  and  many  other  places  for  Jesus’  rejection  by  the  Jews.  On 
the  other  hand,  those  who  believe  in  Jesus  have  a  special  relationship  with 
him  and  receive  special  privilege,  such  as  becoming  “children  of  God”  (1: 
12)  or  “sons  of  light”  (12:  36;  cf  also  3:  15-18,  36;  5:  24;  6:  35,  40,  47;  11: 
25  f,  40;  14:  12-17).  The  expression  “believe  on  his  name”  (1:  12)  is  con¬ 
sistent  with  usage  elsewhere  in  the  Gospel  (2:  23;  3:  18). 

Vs  13  also  has  its  counterpart  in  the  Gospel:  “That  which  is  born  of  the 
flesh  is  flesh,  and  that  which  is  born  of  the  spirit  is  spirit”  (3:  6;  cf  3:  3); 
and  “It  is  the  spirit  which  gives  life;  the  flesh  does  not  do  any  good  in  any 
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way”  (6:  63).  The  obvious  antithesis  between  these  verses  and  6:  51-58 
(where  the  bread  which  came  down  from  heaven  and  gives  life  to  the  world 
is  Jesus’  flesh)  need  not  concern  us  here,  since  variation  of  thought,  even 
to  the  point  of  contradiction,  is  an  inherent  part  of  the  writer’s  style.16 

The  glory  and  glorification  of  Jesus  are  among  the  main  themes  of  the 
Gospel.  Jesus*  glory  was  pre-existent  (12:  37-41),  was  currently  evident 
through  his  works  (2:  11;  11:  4),  and,  though  already  observed,  was  still 
anticipated  in  the  future  (12:  20-23).  A  combination  of  two  or  three  of 
these  ideas  occurs  in  12:  20-33;  13:  30-32;  17:  1,  4f,  10,  22,  24).  Jesus’ 
ultimate  glorification  came  through  the  crucifixion  and/or  resurrection  (in 
addition  to  the  above,  cf  7:  39;  12:  16;  and  2:  22).  Compare  “glory  as  of 
a  unique  Son  from  the  Father”  (1 :  14b)  with  “and  do  not  seek  the  glory  from 
the  only  God”  (5:  44).  Just  as  the  glory  of  the  Son  is  associated  with  that 
of  the  Father  in  1 :  14b,  so  it  is  in  5:  44  and  most  of  the  above  passages  also. 

After  one  has  compared  the  ideas  of  the  Prologue  and  Gospel,  the  fact 
remains  that  the  only  idea  in  the  Prologue  which  has  no  counterpart  in 
the  Gospel  is  Jesus  as  the  Logos.  Certainly  this  fact  is  crucial  to  any  argu¬ 
ment  for  a  Logos  hymn.  On  the  other  hand,  when  one  takes  the  Prologue 
as  a  Phos  poem,  then  all  the  ideas  which  are  there  associated  with  Jesus  as 
the  Light  recur  as  basic  themes  of  the  Gospel. 

It  remains  only  for  us  to  point  out  some  basic  similarities  in  style  between 
Prologue  and  Gospel.  The  following  are  some  examples: 


Synonymous  words  or  expressions  within  the  same  sentence  or  context 
(many  times  in  Gospel):  navra  Si  avrov  iytvero  .  .  .  6  xoa/iog  di  avrov 
eyevero  (1:  3,  10);  ovrog  . . .  exslvog  (1:7;  both  words,  especially  the  latter, 
are  favorites  of  the  Gospel);  a vOgconog  .  .  .  avrjg  (1:  9,  13;  same  words  in 

6:  10);  ra  Uta  .  .  .  oi  idiot  (1:  11);  and  nageXafiov  .  .  .  eXaflov  (1:  11  f). 

iva  with  finite  verb  as  telic,  instead  of  rov  with  infinitive:  Iva  fjtagrvgrjorj 
(1:  7;  especially  frequent  in  Gospel). 

Preposition  elg  with  accusative  to  denote  purpose:  elg  pagrvgiav  (1:  7; 
9:  39;  cf  3:  11). 

Words  with  double  meanings:  xa raXafjiflava>  (1:  5;  cf  3:  3,  7,  31;  3:  8; 
3:  20;  8:  28;  12:  32,  34). 

Kal  adversative  (1:  5;  17:  1). 

Elliptical  use  of  aXX  Iva  (1:  8;  9:  3;  11:  52), 

ysvvdo)  and  ex  (1:  13;  3:  5;  6:  1;  8:  41;  cf  3:  3,  7). 

Casus  pendens:  Soot  de  iAafiov  avrov ,  idwxev  avrolg  (1:  12)  and  Sg 
tfv  fisra  oov  .  .  .  <b  av  (3:  26). 

eifil  in  imperfect  with  participle  in  present  (1:  9;  2:  6;  3:  23;  10:  40). 

marevo)  and  eig  with  accusative  (1:  12;  very  frequent  in  Gospel  but  rare 
elsewhere  in  NT). 

Pronominal  subject  of  verb  sometimes  expressed,  sometimes  not  (1:  7  f, 
11;  many  times  in  Gospel). 
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iydvero  avOgcoTtog  .  .  .  ovopa  avrd>  ’Ioodvvrjg  (1: 6)  and  de  avOgconog 
ex  rmv  Oagtaaioov,  Nixodrjfiog  Svofia  avrq>  (3:  1) 

Kal  r\  axotia  avrd  ov  xaziAa/Iov  (1:  5)  and  Iva  fxrj  axorla  iftag  xara- 
Mf}t)  (12:  35;  this  passage  confirms  the  translation  “overcome”  in  1:  5). 

Climactic  parallelism: 

In  him  was  life, 

and  the  life  was  the  light  of  men  (1:  4). 

And  you  will  know  the  truth, 

and  the  truth  will  make  you  free  (8:  32). 

I  am  the  good  shepherd, 

the  good  shepherd  gives  his  life  for  the  sheep  (10:  11;  cf  also  11:  25;  16:  7). 

Because  of  the  writer’s  technique  of  repeating  his  main  themes  with  vari¬ 
ations  throughout  the  Gospel,  no  outline  of  the  structure  of  his  composition 
can  be  wholly  accurate.  There  is  bound  to  be  some  overlapping  of  ideas  in 
any  proposed  outline,  but  I  believe  that  the  following  comparative  outline 
of  the  structure  of  the  Prologue  and  Gospel,  in  which  only  the  second  part 
overlaps  the  first  to  any  significant  degree,  is  not  a  wholly  inaccurate  one: 

Strophe  1:  The  superiority  of  Jesus  to  John  the  Baptist  (1:  6-8  —  1: 
19-5:  47). 

Strophe  2:  Jesus'  work  of  giving  light  and  life  to  the  world  rejected  by 
the  world  (1:  9,  3-5,  10  f  =  3-12). 

Strophe  3:  Jesus'  withdrawal  from  the  world  into  the  company  of  those 
who  did  receive  him  (1:  12  f  =  13-16). 

Strophe  4:  Jesus'  ultimate  glorification  and  exaltation  through  his  death 
and  resurrection  (1:  14b  =  1*7-20(21]. 

As  valid  as  any  other  I  have  seen  proposed,  this  structural  outline  of  the 
Gospel  comes  little  short,  it  seems  to  me,  of  confirming  my  arrangement 
of  the  Prologue  as  something  more  than  the  mere  figment  of  my  imagination. 

I  submit  that  the  evidence  presented  here  warrants  these  conclusions: 
After  the  body  of  the  Gospel  was  completed,  the  author  wrote  the  Prologue 
to  serve  as  an  introduction  or  prelude  to  his  entire  composition.  It  is  a 
creative,  succinct  composition,  and  was  comprised  originally  of  poetry  and 
rhythmic  prose  dealing  with  Jesus  as  the  Light.  Like  many  other  passages 
of  similar  length  in  the  Gospel,  it  shows  acquaintance  with  and  influence 
from  the  OT,  Qumran,  and  the  Synoptic  tradition. 

The  original  poetic  and  rhythmic  section  consisted  of  vss  3-13  and  14b, 
most  likely,  though  not  necessarily,  in  the  order  we  have  given  them — 
that  is,  6-8;  9;  3-5;  10-13;  14b.  The  Prologue  conceived  as  a  Phos  (light) 
poem  is  entirely  consonant  with  the  Gospel,  and  serves  as  a  genuine  intro¬ 
duction  to  its  basic  content  and  structure. 

There  may  have  been  a  Logos  hymn,  fragments  of  which  may  be  extant 
in  vss  1  f,  14a,  and  some  or  all  of  vss  15-18.  But  since  vss  1  f,  14a,  and 
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most  of  15-18  (particularly  with  respect  to  vocabulary)  are  not  consonant  with 
the  rest  of  the  Gospel,  they  are  best  regarded  as  supplied  by  a  later  hand. 

In  strong  contrast  to  the  original  Prologue  in  vss  3-13  and  14b  and  the 
rest  of  the  Gospel,  where  we  do  find  parallels  from  a  number  of  sources, 
there  has  as  yet  been  no  true  parallel  to  the  Logos  theology  provided  from 
any  source,  Palestinian  or  Hellenistic  Judaism  or  any  other  known  to  me. 
This  can  only  mean,  it  seems  to  me,  that  some  editor(s),  seemingly  unfami¬ 
liar  with  the  basic  vocabulary  of  the  Gospel,  in  an  effort  to  make  the  Gospel 
appeal  to  readers  in  an  environment  different  from  the  one  in  which  it  was 
originally  written,  wrote  an  introduction  (vss  1  f)  and  a  conclusion  (vss 
14a  and  some  or  all  of  15-18)  to  the  Phos  (light)  poem  to  tie  the  whole  in 
with  1:  19  ff,  and  probably  rearranged  the  verses  in  between. 

The  relationship  between  the  Gospel  and  First  Epistle  of  John,  including 
the  relationship  between  the  prologues  of  each,  still  remains  an  enigma. 
The  “obvious  and  striking”  parallels  which  Robinson  sets  out  (p.  123;  the 
ones  involving  Jn  1:  4  seem  a  bit  forced)  may  all  be  accounted  for  by  the 
view  of  C.  H.  Dodd  proposed  more  than  thirty  years  ago,  assuming,  of 
course,  that  the  author  of  the  First  Epistle  was  familiar  with  the  Gospel 
in  a  form  very  similar  to  the  one  we  have: 

I  conceive  the  First  Epistle  of  John  ...  to  have  been  written  by  an  author 
who  was  quite  possibly  a  disciple  of  the  Fourth  Evangelist,  and  certainly  a 
diligent  student  of  his  work.  He  has  soaked  himself  in  the  Gospel,  assimi¬ 
lating  its  ideas  and  forming  his  style  upon  its  model.  He  sets  out  to  develop, 
commend  and  apply  certain  of  these  ideas  to  meet  the  particular  needs  of 
the  situation.17 

The  view  of  Dodd  is  for  me  a  preferable  alternative  to  that  of  Robinson. 
But  in  view  of  the  likenesses  and  differences  between  the  two  writings,  I 
must  confess  that  neither  view  is  completely  satisfactory  to  me.  Unfortu¬ 
nately,  however,  I  have  no  better  solution  to  offer. 


Notes 

1  See  my  Old  Testament  Quotations  in  the  Gospel  of  John  (Leiden:  E.  J.  Brill,  1965), 
especially  pp.  127-30. 

2  Passages  from  the  OT  are  translated  from  the  MT  by  me.  For  Is  60,  there  are  no  sub¬ 
stantial  differences  among  MT,  LXX,  or  lQIsa.  In  general,  the  language  of  the  Prologue 
is  closer  to  MT  than  to  LXX.  Cf  also  Is  9:  1:  “The  people  that  walk  in  darkness  have 
seen  a  great  light  ...  a  light  shines  over  them**;  and  Is  2:  5;  42:  6;  Job  29:  3;  33:  28, 
30.  I  am  not  unaware  of  possible  influence  on  the  writer  of  the  Prologue  also  from  Jewish 
wisdom  literature  (or  even  Philo),  an  influence  also  apparent  in  some  formal  quotations 
in  Jn  (1:  23;  7:  37  f;  17:  12),  such  as  Prov,  Wis,  Sir,  Bar,  and  others,  as  J.  R.  Harris  ( The 
Origin  of  the  Prologue  to  St  John's  Gospel  [Cambridge:  University  Press,  1911])  and  others 
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have  shown.  The  general  reader  will  find  convenient  summaries  of  such  influences  in 
R.  E.  Brown,  The  Gospel  According  to  John  i-xii  in  AB  (New  York:  Doubleday,  1966), 
29,  pp.  519-24,  and  William  Barclay,  The  Gospel  of  John  (Philadelphia:  Westminster 
Press,  1956),  I,  pp.  2-14. 

3  With  reference  to  Isaiah,  so  James  Muilenburg,  “The  Book  of  Isaiah”  in  IB  (Nash¬ 
ville:  Abingdon  Press,  1956),  V,  p.  698. 

4  The  humanity  of  Jesus  in  neither  the  Prologue  nor  the  Gospel  is  dependent  upon  the 
vivid  “The  Word  became  flesh.”  Comparison  of  Jesus  with  the  Baptist,  Jesus*  coming 
into  the  world  and  to  his  own,  and  his  being  received  or  not  are  sufficient  to  establish 
Jesus’  humanity  in  the  Prologue. 

5  So  Muilenburg  of  Isaiah  (ibid.). 

6  Ibid. 

7  See  the  treatment  of  the  Prologue  with  a  summary  of  views  and  bibliography  in  R. 
E.  Brown,  op.  cit .,  pp.  1-37. 

8  Ibid.t  p.  21. 

9  “The  Relation  of  the  Prologue  to  the  Gospel  of  St  John,”  NTS  9  (1962-63),  120-29. 

10  For  references  see  Robinson,  ibid.t  p.  126. 

11  “The  Revealing  Word”  in  his  book,  The  Central  Message  of  the  Neiv  Testament  (New 
York:  Scribners,  1965). 

12  See  my  “The  Son  of  Man  in  the  Fourth  Gospel,”  JBL  86  (1967),  402-9. 

13  See  my  Old  Testament  Quotations  in  the  Gospel  of  John  for  comments  on  1:  23;  7:  42; 
12:  13,  15,  39  f;  19:  24. 

14  See  my  “Variations  in  the  Language  and  Thought  of  John,”  ZNW  55  (1964),  167-97. 

15  Such  a  rearrangement  in  the  Greek  text  causes  no  grammatical  problems.  Placing 
vss  3-5  after  vss  6-9  causes  no  problems  with  the  grammar  because  the  use  of  avrog 
as  a  personal  pronoun  in  every  instance  can  be  taken  as  a  neuter  in  agreement  with  its 
antecedent  (p&g .  However,  placing  vss  10-12  after  vss  3-5  may  result  in  a  shift  in 
gender  to  a  masculine  accusative  pronoun  (avrov)  with  a  neuter  antecedent  ((pd>g). 
But  this  shift  may  already  be  made  in  the  Greek  text  as  it  now  stands  since  the  subject 
antecedent  of  vs  10  is  by  no  means  clear  and  could  presently  be  taken  as  to  <pwg. 
So  ax)Tov  in  vs  10  would  already  represent  a  shift  in  gender  to  a  masculine  personal 
pronoun  with  a  neuter  antecedent.  But  our  rearrangement  requires  such  a  shift  in 
gender  by  reading  the  present  avrov  (translated  “him”  in  vss  10,  11,  and  12)  instead 
of  the  normally  expected  atJrd  with  a  neuter  antecedent  such  as  to  <pdjg  (as  in  vs 
5).  At  any  rate,  it  should  be  observed  that,  if  one  reads  vss  10-12  after  vs  9,  as  in  the 
present  text,  or  after  vs  5,  as  in  our  suggested  rearrangement,  the  shift  in  gender  is  en¬ 
tirely  consonant  with  the  style  of  the  writer  in  at  least  two  passages  elsewhere  in  the 
Gospel.  In  14:  26  and  15:  26  the  neuter  antecedents  to  Tivsvpa  to  ayiov  and  to  nvevpa 
Tf\g  dXgOetag  are  followed  by  the  masculine  demonstrative  ixelvog,  presumably  because 
the  writer  thought  of  the  spirit  in  personal  terms  (see  J.  H.  Bernard,  The  Gospel  According 
to  St.  John  [7CC|  (New  York:  Scribners,  1929],  II,  pp.  499  f  and  C.  K.  Barrett,  The  Gospel 
According  to  St  John  (London:  S.P.C.K.,  1955],  p.  402).  Obviously  in  the  text  as  it  now 
stands  the  writer  has  thought  of  the  Light  in  personal  terms.  So  our  rearrangement  is 
entirely  in  keeping  with  both  the  letter  and  spirit  of  the  text  of  the  writer  both  in  the 
Prologue  and  elsewhere  (cf,  for  example,  also  16:  13  f;  1  Jn  5:  6).  These  arguments, 
though  perhaps  not  entirely  convincing  to  some,  seem  to  me  much  more  preferable  than 
the  simpler  suggestion  to  emend  the  text  from  avrdv  to  avro  in  vss  10-12. 

16  See  note  14. 

17  C.  H.  Dodd,  “The  First  Epistle  of  John  and  the  Fourth  Gospel,”  BJRL  21  (1937),  30. 
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Continuing  discovery  and  publication  of  Canaanite  cuneiform 
tablets,  current  research  into  the  language  and  forms  of  early  Hebrew  poetry, 
and  recent  contributions  to  the  elucidation  of  the  poem  in  Ex  15  have 
recommended  further  reflections  on  and  reconsideration  of  certain  aspects 
of  this  national  victory  song.  We  are  primarily  concerned  with  the  strophic 
structure  of  the  poem  and  the  associated  problem  of  metrical  analysis. 
Other  questions  will  be  dealt  with  incidentally  in  the  course  of  the  discus¬ 
sion.  Throughout,  the  presentation  mentioned  above  will  be  assumed.1 

In  dealing  with  questions  of  strophe  and  meter,  two  opposing  principles 
or  assumptions  must  be  reckoned  with:  1)  that  in  all  likelihood  the  poem 
has  not  been  transmitted  to  us  precisely  in  the  form  in  which  it  was  com¬ 
posed,  and  that  changes,  some  deliberate,  some  accidental  have  occurred 
in  the  course  of  transmission;  2)  that  strophic  and  metrical  or  rhythmic 
structures  must  be  derived  or  established  from  the  text  as  we  have  it,  since 
it  would  be  methodologically  untenable  to  emend  the  text  in  the  interests 
of  a  certain  metrical  or  strophic  structure  or  to  base  such  a  structure  on  an 
emended  text. 

In  practice,  then,  if  the  results  are  to  be  at  all  convincing  or  persuasive, 
it  is  necessary  to  have  a  well-preserved  text,  with  a  minimum  of  difficulties 
in  readings  and  meanings.  It  should  be  sufficiently  long  so  that  clear-cut 
patterns  or  structures  can  be  determined.  Then,  presumably,  if  such  pat¬ 
terns  emerge  from  the  analysis  of  the  preserved  materials,  minor  deviations, 
anomalies,  or  inconsistencies  could  be  regarded  as  the  result  of  accidental 
change  in  the  process  of  copying  and  possibly  corrected.  At  the  same  time, 
there  must  be  compelling  reasons  for  regarding  the  deviations  as  errors. 


163 


164 


David  Noel  Freedman 


and  not  as  deliberate  variations  from  the  established  scheme  and  therefore 
part  of  it.  The  following  study  is  an  attempt  to  analyze  a  representative 
piece  of  Hebrew  poetry  in  a  good  state  of  preservation  to  determine  whether 
strophic  and/or  metrical  patterns  exist,  and  to  recover  them  so  far  as  the 
evidence  permits. 

The  existence  of  a  strophic  structure  in  this  poem  may  be  regarded  as 
highly  probable  if  not  virtually  certain.  The  single  most  important  clue 
has  been  provided  by  Professor  James  Muilenburg  in  his  recent  study  of 
Exodus  15.2  He  has  correctly  identified  certain  lines  which  serve  a  purpose 
similar  to  refrains  and  act  as  dividers  or  buffers  between  the  strophes  of 
the  poem.  They  relate  closely  or  loosely  both  with  what  precedes  and  what 
follows,  but  stand  apart  both  in  form  and  in  content  from  the  strophes 
themselves.  They  share  certain  formal  characteristics  which  distinguish 
them  from  the  rest  of  the  poem,  thus  confirming  the  view  that  they  are 
deliberately  placed  to  serve  as  structural  markers. 

The  lines  to  be  considered  are  vss  6,  11,  and  the  latter  half  of  16.  All 
three  follow  a  pattern  of  partial  repetition  familiar  from  Ugaritic  poetry 
and  a  number  of  Biblical  poems.  This  pattern  is  usually  characterized  as 
abc/abd,  in  which  the  first  two  elements  of  each  colon  are  identical  while 
the  third  is  different.  Variations  occur,  such  as  abcd/abef  or  abc/abd/efg, 
where  the  final  colon  repeats  the  thought  of  the  preceding  cola  but  uses 
different  words.  A  well-known  example  of  the  last  variety,  based  on  a  Ugar¬ 
itic  prototype,  is  to  be  found  in  Ps  92:  10:3 

kl  hinne  *oyebeka  yahwe  For  behold  your  enemies,  Yahweh 

kl  hinne  >oyebeka  yo’bedu  For  behold,  your  enemies  will  perish 

yitparedu  kol  -  po<ale  >awen  May  all  image  makers  be  scattered 

The  Canaanite  precursor  goes  as  follows: 

ht  ibk  b'lm  Behold  your  enemies,  Baal 

ht  ibk  tmhs  Behold,  you  shall  smash  your  enemies 

ht  tsmt  srtk  Behold,  you  shall  destroy  your  foes 

Other  examples  are  scattered  through  the  Psalter,  especially  Ps  29  (cf  Ps  96: 
1-2,  7-8);  Ps  77:  17.  The  Song  of  Deborah,  similar  in  many  other  respects 
to  this  victory  ode,  also  contains  numerous  examples  of  this  pattern:  Judg 
5:  3,  5,  6,  7,  12,  19,  21,  23,  24,  27,  30.  The  lines  in  Ex  15  follow: 


6  ymynk  yhwh 
n’dry  bkh 
ymynk  yhwh 
tr's  >wyb 


By  your  right  hand,  Yahweh4 
resplendent  among  the  powerful 
By  your  right  hand,  Yahweh 
you  have  shattered  the  enemy 
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11  my  kmkh 

b’lym  yhwh 
my  knikh 
n’dr  bqdS 
nwr’  thlt 
c£h  pP 


Who  is  like  you 
among  the  gods,  Yahweh? 

Who  is  like  you 

resplendent  among  the  holy  ones 
Awesome  in  praises 
worker  of  wonders  ? 


162  cd  y'br 

cmk  yhwh 
<d  y«br 
*m  -  zw  qnyt 


While  your  people 
pass  over,  Yahweh 
While  your  people, 
whom  you  purchased,  pass  over 


It  is  to  be  noted  that  only  these  three  lines  have  the  repetitive  pattern 
described.  A  possible  exception  is  vs  3,  with  the  repetition  of  yhwh ,  but 
the  similarity  is  vague  and  limited,  and  the  metrical  structure  is  significantly 
different.  Furthermore,  in  each  of  these  refrains  or  dividers,  the  name 
Yahweh  appears  (twice  in  6,  once  each  in  11  and  162),  whereas  it  appears 
nowhere  in  the  material  bounded  by  them  (vss  7-10,  12-161).  To  complete 
the  picture,  it  appears  twice  in  vs  3  and  twice  in  vss  17-18.  It  also  occurs 
in  vs  1  (and  21),  which  may  have  had  a  function  similar  to  that  of  the  di¬ 
viders.  The  abbreviated  form  Yah  occurs  in  vs  2,  which,  however,  stands 
outside  the  strophic  pattern,  and  requires  special  comment. 

Returning  to  the  repetitive  lines  (6,  11,  162),  we  observe  that  vss  6  and 
162  are  in  couplet  form,  while  vs  11  is  more  elaborate,  having  a  third  element 
in  the  form  of  participial  phrases  in  apposition  with  n'dr  and  modifying 
yhwh.  Thus  the  three  refrains  or  dividers  form  the  skeletal  structure  on 
which  the  poem  is  built. 

It  is  in  the  shape  of  a  triangle  or  pyramid,  with  the  two  regular  refrains 
forming  the  base,  and  the  more  elaborate  central  refrain  at  the  apex. 

If  we  examine  the  material  between  Refrains  A  (vs  6)  and  B  (vs  11), 
we  find  that  it  falls  naturally  into  two  parts,  dividing  at  vs  9.  This  division 
is  strictly  in  accordance  with  the  content,  though  there  is  a  corresponding 
shift  in  mood  and  rhythmic  movement  as  well.  Vss  7-8  deal  with  the  violent 
storm  and  its  effects  both  on  the  enemy  (vs  7)  and  the  sea  (vs  8).  With 
vs  9  we  have  a  sharp  break,  since  the  poet  goes  back  to  an  earlier  stage  of 
the  story,  picking  up  the  action  with  the  enemy’s  decision  to  pursue,  over¬ 
take,  and  conquer.  The  fate  of  the  enemy  described  in  vs  10,  which  echoes 
vss  4-5  (and  1),  stands  in  stark  contrast  to  the  glorious  and  greedy  expecta¬ 
tions  expressed  in  the  preceding  verse. 

If  we  turn  to  the  material  between  Refrains  B  (vs  11)  and  C  (vs  162),  we 
find  that  it  also  falls  structurally  into  two  parts,  though  the  disjuncture 
between  the  sections  is  not  as  sharp  as  in  the  preceding  strophe.  We  find 
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the  break  between  vss  14  and  15;  it  is  signalized  by  the  particle  *azt  which 
introduces  the  second  part  of  the  strophe.  Vss  15-16  pick  up  and  elaborate 
the  theme  of  vs  14,  the  terror  of  the  nations  at  the  demonstration  of  Yahweh’s 
power. 

According  to  this  analysis,  each  strophe  consists  of  two  stanzas  or  half¬ 
strophes:  vss  7-8  and  9-10;  vss  12-14  and  15-161.  Closer  inspection  in¬ 
dicates  that  each  of  these  stanzas  consists  of  five  units  or  bicola,  organized 
in  clusters  of  two  or  three  units,  forming  couplets  and  triads.  Thus  Stanza 
B  in  the  first  strophe  consists  of  a  triad  (vs  9)  and  a  couplet  (vs  10);  Stanza 
B  of  the  second  strophe  has  the  same  structure — a  triad  (vs  15)  and  a  couplet 
(vs  161).  Stanza  A  of  Strophe  II  has  a  similar  structure,  with  a  triad  (vss 
12-13)  and  a  couplet  (vs  14).  Although  vs  12  stands  somewhat  apart,  so 
far  as  content  is  concerned,  it  is  structurally  very  similar  to  13a  and  b. 
Turning  to  Stanza  A  in  the  first  strophe,  we  find  a  more  difficult  situation. 
It  is  clear  that  vs  7  constitutes  a  couplet,  its  component  units  being  parallel 
in  content  and  structure.  The  same  is  true  of  8b  and  c,  which  is  a  couplet 
containing  parallel  units.  How  does  the  unit  8a  fit  into  the  overall  pattern  ? 
So  far  as  content  is  concerned,  it  clearly  belongs  with  8b  and  c  (cf  n'rmw 
mym  /  nsbw  .  .  .  nzlym  /  qp'w  Ihmt ;  the  opening  phrase,  wbrwk  ypyk ,  applies 
to  all  three  clauses).  But  structurally  it  is  more  closely  related  to  7a  (and  b): 
cf  wbrb  gywnk  /  wbrwfy  *pyk.  Note  also  that  the  metrical  pattern  of  vs  7  is 
4:4  (or  2:2  /  2:2)  and  8a  is  the  same,  while  the  pattern  in  8b  and  c  is,  in  all 
likelihood,  3:3. 

It  is  to  be  observed,  however,  that  the  syllable  count  in  vs  7  is  12:12  (or 
6:6/6:6),  while  in  8a,  it  is  10  (6:4);  8b  and  c  have  a  count  of  9:9.  In  view  of 
the  fact  that  the  other  three  stanzas  have  the  triad  first,  followed  by  the 
couplet,  we  may  conclude  that  the  intended  pattern  in  the  first  stanza  was 
the  same,  but  that  content  does  not  always  follow  form  (as  is  true  in  a 
different  sense  in  vs  12  and  also,  to  some  extent,  with  respect  to  the  stanza 
division  between  vss  14  and  15). 

On  the  basis  of  the  foregoing  discussion,  we  may  represent  the  strophic 
structure  of  the  central  section  of  the  Song  of  the  Sea  schematically  as 
follows: 


Refrain  A  (6) 

Strophe  I  (7-10) 

A  7 

8 

B  9 

10 


4:4 

or  (2:2/2:2) 

4:4 

(2:2/2 :2) 

4 

(2:2) 

3:3 

4:4:4 

(2:2/2:2/2:2) 

4:4 

(2:2/2:2) 
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Refrain 

B 

(ii) 

4:4:4 

or  (2:2/2:2/2:2) 

Strophe 

II 

(12-161) 

A 

12 

4 

(2:2) 

13 

4:4 

(2:2/2:2) 

14 

3:3 

B 

15 

4:4:4 

(2:2/2:2/2:2) 

161 

4:4 

(2:2/2: 2) 

Refrain 

C 

16* 

3:3 

As  already  observed,  the  stanzas  all  have  the  same  basic  pattern,  con¬ 
sisting  of  a  triad  followed  by  a  couplet;  the  principal  variation  between  Stan¬ 
zas  A  and  B  (in  both  strophes)  is  that  the  concluding  couplet  in  A  is  3:3, 
while  in  B  it  is  4:4  (or  2:2/2:2).  We  note  a  similar  pattern  in  the  refrains: 
A  and  C  are  couplets,  while  B  is  a  triad;  A  and  B  have  the  pattern  4:4(:4) 
or  2:2/2:2(/2:2),  while  C  is  3:3.  It  may  be  added,  however,  that  the  analysis 
depends  upon  construing  mlkamoka  in  vs  11  as  2,  and  *ad  -  ya<abor  in  vs 
16  as  1.  In  other  words,  the  difference  between  2:2  or  4  and  3  may  not  be 
significant.  While  on  the  subject  of  stress  or  accent  counting,  a  comment 
may  be  in  order  concerning  the  controversy  over  whether  the  prevailing 
meter  is  4  or  2:2.  In  my  judgment,  both  characterizations  are  valid,  but 
for  different  purposes.  With  respect  to  the  content  of  the  lines  in  question, 
there  is  rarely  if  ever  any  parallelism  between  the  two  cola;  thus  4:4  (and 
3:3)  is  the  appropriate  designation  to  indicate  the  parallelism  in  content 
between  lines:  for  example,  7a/7b,  8b/8c,  9b/9c,  13a/13b,  15a/15b/15c. 

To  designate  such  4  stress  lines  as  2:2  on  the  basis  of  content  would  be 
unwarranted.  However,  there  is  often  a  caesura  in  the  middle  of  such  a  line, 
and  some  indication  of  it  in  notation  would  be  appropriate,  for  example, 
7a  (after  g'wnk)  and  7b  (after  hrnk),  9b  (after  $11)  and  9c  (after  hrby).  So 
long  as  the  distinction  is  recognized,  either  or  both  sets  of  figures  may  be 
used:  for  example  vs  15  can  be  designated  4:4:4  according  to  content,  and 
2:2/2:2/2:2  structurally;  the  last  line  (15c)  poses  a  problem,  since  kol 
is  normally  taken  with  y$by  kn'n  as  part  of  a  construct  chain.  While  Masor- 
etic  punctuation  encourages  the  division  after  kol,  we  may  remain  hesitant. 
However,  it  may  be  better  to  take  kol  adverbially  and  to  compare  namogu 
kol  with  yaz  nibhalu  as  parallel  constructions  (i.e.,  verb  plus  emphatic  ad¬ 
verb).  Because  of  uncertainties  in  any  stress-counting  system  and  an  in¬ 
escapable  element  of  subjectivity  in  deciding  doubtful  cases,  and  in  order 
to  reflect  certain  detailed  poetic  phenomena  more  precisely,  I  have  opted 
for  a  syllable-counting  system.  Since  there  are  many  more  syllables  than 
accents  in  a  line,  the  element  of  subjectivity  is  reduced  (i.e.,  a  disagreement 
over  a  count  of  nine  or  ten  syllables  is  less  important  than  one  over  two  or 
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three  accents),  and  we  have  a  more  sensitive  instrument  for  measuring  the 
length  of  lines  or  cola. 

There  are  additional  complications  since  MT  hardly  reflects  the  actual 
pronunciation  of  words  at  the  time  of  composition.  The  question  of  the 
length  of  syllables  as  well  as  the  number  of  syllables  can  hardly  be  settled 
in  the  present  state  of  our  knowledge,  and  allowance  must  therefore  be  made 
for  some  variation  in  counting.  Furthermore,  the  poet  himself  could  take 
advantage  of  variations  in  current  usage  for  metrical  or  rhythmic  purposes, 
and  syllables  might  be  elided,  or  shortened,  or  lengthened  in  accordance 
with  the  exigencies  of  the  verse.  For  example,  we  know  that  case  and  verbal 
endings  which  existed  in  older  forms  of  the  language  were  largely  lost  by 
the  time  of  Moses  and  certainly  by  the  time  of  composition  of  even  very 
early  Hebrew  poetry.  Nevertheless,  case  endings  have  been  preserved  in 
certain  instances  (cf  vs  16,  * ymth ),  we  believe  for  metrical  reasons.5  We 
may  speculate  further  that  in  some  instances  such  case  endings,  originally 
incorporated  into  the  poem,  have,  in  the  process  of  transmission,  been 
dropped  or  lost  since  their  function  was  not  recognized.  We  can  document 
such -developments  with  regard  to  other  archaic  features  (like  enclitic  mem)6 
which  were  used  deliberately  by  the  poet  for  metrical  and  other  stylistic 
reasons  but  which  were  edited  out  of  the  text  by  modernizers  and  revisers. 

In  attempting  to  determine  the  approximate  time  length  of  a  line,  it  is 
necessary  to  consider  not  only  the  number  of  syllables  but  their  length  as 
well.  Vowel  quantity  is  a  notoriously  difficult  question  in  the  analysis  of 
classical  Hebrew,  especially  since  the  artificiality  of  the  Masoretic  vocali¬ 
zation  is  most  apparent  at  this  point.  Nevertheless,  a  schematic  represen¬ 
tation  on  the  basis  of  a  hypothetical  Ursprache  would  be  equally  bad  or  worse, 
since  the  language  was  already  far  along  in  the  history  of  its  development 
when  biblical  poetry  was  composed.  Striking  an  appropriate  balance  is 
both  the  goal  and  the  problem,  since  we  do  not  have  adequate  controls  for 
the  period  in  question;  and  we  must  always  recognize  the  liberty  of  the  poet 
in  using  materials  of  different  age  and  provenience  to  suit  his  purposes. 
The  treatment  of  short  vowels  is  a  particularly  thorny  and  difficult  subject: 
some  were  lengthened,  others  reduced,  still  others  elided,  and  a  few  remained 
as  they  were.  MT  illustrates  all  these  changes,  but  when  and  under  what 
conditions  did  they  take  place?  Consider  segolate  nouns,  which  are  regu¬ 
larly  vocalized  as  having  two  syllables.  Originally  or  at  an  earlier  time, 
they  were  monosyllabic;  but  at  a  still  earlier  time,  they  had  case  endings; 
and  in  some  words,  it  is  difficult  to  see  how  they  could  have  been  pronounced 
as  a  single  syllable.  It  may  be  that  the  process  reflected  in  MT  was  a  sort 
of  compensation  for  the  loss  of  the  final  syllables  provided  by  case  endings 
(note  that  the  monosyllabic  form  is  normally  retained  before  pronominal 
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suffixes).  The  same  problem  faces  us  with  regard  to  diphthongs.  For  the 
most  part,  these  were  contracted  in  the  north  of  Israel,  and  the  syllable 
count  is  not  thereby  affected.  But  in  the  south,  they  were  retained,  and  at 
some  later  date  many  of  these  were  resolved  into  two  syllables  (e.g.,  mayim 
<maym).  When?  We  know  too  that  there  were  both  long  and  short  forms 
of  the  pronominal  suffixes  (e.g.,  ka  and  -k  for  2  m.s.).7  MT,  for  the  most 
part,  has  standardized  the  long  form,  but  is  this  true  for  the  twelfth  century 
b.c.,  or  the  tenth,  or  whenever  the  poem  was  written?  My  impression  is 
that  the  poet  was  free  to  make  choices  among  available  forms,  and  did  so 
according  to  the  requirements  of  the  poem,  including  metrical  considerations. 
Individual  problems  will  be  considered  as  we  work  through  the  poem  verse 
by  verse. 

With  all  these  possible  variations  to  consider,  it  may  be  said  that  the 
metrical  pattern  derived  by  syllable  counting  emerges  with  a  regularity 
which  matches  that  of  the  stress-counting  system  and,  in  some  cases,  im¬ 
proves  upon  it.  On  the  whole,  our  poem  is  so  well  preserved  that  any  metri¬ 
cal  system  will  work  and  work  well.  In  a  third  possible  counting  system,  we 
attempt  to  take  into  account  the  difference  between  long  and  short  vowels 
and  between  open  and  closed  syllables.  To  apply  this  method,  we  simply 
count  all  the  vocables  in  a  colon,  whether  consonants  or  vowels,  and  then 
add  one  for  each  long  vowel  (taking  a  long  vowel  as  having  twice  the  value 
of  a  short  vowel): 


Open  Syllable  Closed  Syllable 

Short  vowel  2  3 

Long  vowel  3  4 

By  using  several  systems  simultaneously,  we  can  check  and  confirm  our 
results. 

Proceeeding  from  the  main  body  of  the  poem,  with  its  strophes,  stanzas, 
refrains,  or  dividers  (vss  6-16),  we  turn  to  the  immediately  adjacent  materi¬ 
als  both  before  and  after.  The  concluding  stanza,  vss  17-18,  is  balanced 
by  a  corresponding  introduction,  vss  3-5.  More  particularly,  vs  18  forms 
an  inclusio  with  vs  3.  It  is  Yahweh  the  warrior,  whose  martial  exploits 
are  celebrated  in  the  poem,  who  is  also  the  eternal  king.  We  may  therefore 
recognize  the  parallel  structure  of  these  opening  and  closing  stanzas  (which 
together  form  an  inclusive  strophe  like  those  in  the  body  of  the  poem), 
but  in  reverse  order.  Thus  vss  3  and  18  complement  or  balance  each  other. 
Similarly,  vs  4ab  is  balanced  by  17bc — 4:4  (or  2:2  /  2:2)  in  both  cases. 
That  leaves  5  to  match  17a.  Neither  seems  to  scan  with  any  regularity, 
but  they  are  roughly  similar  in  length  and  make  adequate  sense  as  they  are. 
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Leaving  the  details  to  later  discussion,  we  may  conclude  that  each  stanza 
has  five  units  distributed  as  follows: 

vs  3  4  (2:2)  17  2:2(?) 

4  4:4(2:2/2:2)  4:4(2:2/2:2) 

5  3:3(?)  18  4(2:2) 

Comparison  with  the  stanzas  of  the  main  strophes  indicates  that  these 
opening  and  closing  stanzas  belong  to  the  same  or  a  similar  pattern,  but 
with  greater  variation.  Thus  the  introduction  (vss  3-5)  conforms  to  the  A 
stanzas  of  Strophes  I  and  II  with  a  triad  (the  first  element,  vs  3,  standing 
somewhat  apart,  as  vs  12  in  II  A),  4:4:4  (or  2:2  /  2:2  /  2:2),  followed  by  a 
couplet  3:3  (vs  5  could  be  taken  as  2:3;  the  syllable  count  is  8:10,  which 
may  be  a  legitimate  variant  of  the  pattern  reflected  in  vs  8bc,  9:9,  or  14, 
8:8).  With  regard  to  the  final  stanza,  if  we  compare  vss  17-18  with  IB 
(9-10)  and  I  IB  (15-16),  then  we  might  identify  vs  17  abc  with  the  opening 
triad,  and  vs  18  as  a  truncated  form  of  the  closing  couplet.  But,  in  view 
of  the  connection  between  vs  18  and  vs  3,  we  should  perhaps  look  for  a 
closing  triad  (to  match  the  opening  triad  of  vss  3-4),  which  we  find  in  17bc 
and  18  (the  reign  of  Yahweh  affirmed  in  18  is  predicated  on  the  building  of 
the  divine  throne  and  temple  in  17).  That  leaves  17a,  which  ought  to  have 
come  out  as  3:3  to  match  vs  5  (or,  on  the  analogy  of  I  and  IIB,  4:4).  As  the 
text  stands,  17a  looks  like  an  anomalous  and  unbalanced  2:2,  but  it  can 
hardly  be  anything  else.8  The  syllable  count  is  roughly  9:6,  which  balances 
rather  cleverly  with  vs  5:  8/10  (but  which  could  also  be  counted  as  7/9). 
Thus  we  would  have  completely  complementary  stanzas  forming  an  envelope 
for  the  body  of  the  poem. 

It  remains  to  consider  vss  1  and  2.  Vs  2  may  properly  be  regarded  as  an 
Exordium  or  personal  introduction  by  the  precentor,  in  this  case,  the 
“Moses”  figure.  It  is  only  in  vs  2  (cf  discussion  of  >tyrh  in  vs  1;  the  suffix 
with  >dny  in  vs  17  is  purely  formal)  that  the  poet  speaks  in  the  first  person; 
clearly  this  section  stands  by  itself  from  a  formal  or  structural  viewpoint 
as  well.  It  may  have  constituted  the  liturgical  prologue  to  the  singing  of 
the  Song  of  the  Sea  in  the  sanctuary  or  temple. 

Finally,  there  is  the  opening  line,  which  is  repeated  with  slight  variation 
as  the  Song  of  Miriam  in  vs  21.  The  form  in  vs  1  with  ’.fyr/i  belongs  to  the 
same  pattern  as  the  Song  of  Deborah  (Judg  5:  3),  where  the  subject  also  is 
“I.”  The  form  in  vs  21  with  siru  is  a  choral  antiphon  sung  by  Miriam  and 
the  women  in  response  to  the  larger  poem.  Since  the  longer  poem  is  already 
supplied  with  dividers,  it  would  be  difficult  to  position  this  refrain  except 
at  the  beginning  and  end  of  the  poem.  It  may  well  be  that  in  liturgical 
performances  the  precentor  began  with  vss  1-2  as  the  Exordium.  Thus  the 
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opening  and  closing  verses  (1  and  21)  form  an  inclusio ,  as  indicated  by  the 
arrangement  in  MT,  and  with  additional  information  as  to  how  this  device 
functioned  in  a  liturgical  setting:  with  precentor  and  chorus. 

The  form  of  this  refrain  is  unlike  those  in  the  body  of  the  poem,  though 
the  general  metrical  pattern  is  characteristic:  4:4  or  2:2  / 2:2.  Concerning 
the  unity  and  overall  symmetry  of  the  poem,  there  should  now  be  consider¬ 
ably  less  doubt  than  there  has  been.  We  suggest  a  date  for  the  original  poem 
in  the  twelfth  century  b.c.,  and  attribute  its  final  liturgical  form  to  the 
worship  in  Jerusalem  under  David  and  Solomon. 


Text  and  Translation 


1  6  ‘aSIra  la  yah  we  I  will  sing  of  Yahweh  2 

5  ki  ga’o  ga’a  that  he  is  highly  exalted  2 

5  sus  warokibo  Horse  and  its  charioteer  2 

4  rama  beyam  he  hurled  into  the  sea  2 

Exordium  (Proem) 

2  7  ‘ozzi  wazimrat(i)  yah  My  mighty  fortress  is  Yah  3 

7  wayehl  II  ll§u‘a  He  has  become  my  Savior  3 

7  ze  5 ell  wa’anwehu  This  is  my  God  whom  I  ad¬ 
mire  3 

11  ’elohe  ’abi  wa’ardmimen-  My  father's  God  whom  I  ex- 

hu  tol  3 


3 

4 


5 


6 


A 

7 


6  yahwe  >1$  milhama 
4  yahwe  §imo 
8  markabot  par'o  wahelo 

4  yara  bayam 

6  wamibhar  SallSew 
6  tubba'u  bayam  sup 

8  tihomot  yakassiyumu 
10  yaradu  bomosolot  komo- 
*abn 

5  yaminka  yahwe 

ne^ori  bokoh 

5  yaminka  yahwe 
4  tir‘as  ‘oyeb 


Opening 

Yahweh — that  man  of  war 
Whose  name  is  Yahweh 

Pharaoh's  chariot  army 
He  cast  into  the  sea 

And  his  elite  officers 

Were  drowned  in  the  Reed 
Sea 

The  Abyss  covered  them 
they  went  down  into  the 
depths  like  a  stone 
Refrain  (A) 

By  your  right  hand,  Yahweh 
resplendent  among  the 
mighty 

By  your  right  hand,  Yahweh 
you  shattered  the  enemy 

Strophe  I 


2 

2 

3 

2 

2 

2 

2/3 

3 

2 

2 

2 

2 


6  wabarob  ga’onka 
6  tahar(r)es  qameka 

6  taSallah  haronka 
6  yo’kilcmo  kaqa§ 


Through  your  great  majesty  2 

you  destroyed  your  foes  2 

You  sent  forth  your  anger  2 

it  devoured  them  like  stubble  2 
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8 


B 

9 


10 


11 


6  wabarulj  ’appeka 
4  ne'ramu  mem 
9  nissabu  kamo-ned  nozilim 

9  qapa’u  tihomot  balib-yam 


By  the  blast  of  your  nostrils 
the  waters  were  heaped  up 
The  waves  mounted  as  a 
bank 

The  depths  churned  in  the 
heart  of  the  sea 


4  ’amar  *oyeb 

4  ’erdop  ’asglg 

5  ’ahalleq  Salal 

6  timla’emo  napSI 

4  ’arlq  harbl 
6  torlSemo  yadi 

6  nas&pta  baruhka 

4  kissamo  yam 
6  salalu  ka ‘opart 

5  bamem  ’addirim 

4  ml-kamoka 

5  ba’ellm  yahwe 
4  mi-kamoka 

4  ne’dar  baqodS 

5  nora*  tahillot 

3  ‘o^e  pil* 


The  enemy  boasted 

“I'll  pursue,  I'll  overtake 
“I'll  seize  the  booty 
my  gullet  will  be  filled 
with  them 
“I'll  bare  my  sword 
my  hand  will  dispossess 
them” 

You  blew  with  your  breath 
the  sea  covered  them 
They  sank  like  lead 
in  the  dreadful  waters 
Refrain  (B) 

Who  is  like  you 

among  the  gods,  Yahweh? 
Who  is  like  you 

resplendent  among  the 
holy  ones 

Fearsome  in  praises 
worker  of  wonders? 


A 

12 

13 

14 

B 

15 


Strophe  II 


6  natita  yamlnka 

5  tibia ‘emo  *ars 

7  natita  bahasdika 

5  ‘am-zu  ga'alta 

7  nehalta  ba‘ozzika 

6  ’el  nawe  qodSeka 

8  Sama‘u  ‘ammlm  yirgazun 

8  hil  ’ahaz  yoSibe  palaSt 

4  ’az  nibhalu 

5  ’allupe  ’adorn 

4  ’ele  mo’ab 

5  yo’hazemo  ra‘d 
4  namogu  kol 


You  stretched  out  your  hand 
the  netherworld  swallowed 
them 

You  led  in  your  kindness 
the  people  whom  you  re¬ 
deemed 

You  guided  them  with  your 
might 

to  your  holy  habitation 

The  peoples  trembled  when 
they  heard 

Anguish  seized  the  inhab¬ 
itants  of  Philistia 

Indeed,  the  generals 
of  Edom  were  unnerved 

Shuddering  gripped 
the  chiefs  of  Moab 

The  kings  of  Canaan 


2 

2 

3 

3 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 


2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

3 

3 

2 

2 


to  to  to 
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5  yo&ibe  kona'n 

16  5  tappll  falehem 

6  ’emata  wapaftda 
6  bogadol  zoro'ka 

5  yiddammu  ka*abn 


8  ead-yacbor 

cammaka  yahwe 
8  cad-yarbor 
fam-zu  qanlta 


17  4  tabl’emo 

(6)  pel  gabul  qodSaka] 

5  watittaremo 

6  bahar  naftlatoka 

6  makon  laSibtaka 

5  paealta  yahwe 

5  miqdaS  ’adonay 

6  koninu  yadeka 

18  4  yahwe  yimlok 

5  la f 61  am  wa'ed 


collapsed  completely  2 

You  brought  down  on  them 
dreadful  terror 

Through  your  great  arm  2 

they  were  struck  dumb 
like  a  stone  2 

Refrain  (C) 

While  your  people  2 

passed  over,  Yahweh  2 

While  your  people,  2 

whom  you  purchased, 

passed  over  2 

Ending 

You  brought  them  in  (3  or  4) 

(to  your  sacred  territory) 

You  planted  them  3  or  4 

in  your  hereditary  moun¬ 
tain 

The  dais  of  your  throne  2 

Yahweh,  you  made  2 

Your  sanctuary,  Lord  2 

your  hands  created  2 

Yahweh  has  reigned  2 

from  everlasting  to  eter-  2 

nity 


21  fciru  la  yahwe 

kl  ga’o  ga'a 
sus  warokibo 
rama  boyam 


Sing  of  Yahweh  2 

that  he  is  highly  exalted  2 

Horse  and  its  charioteer  2 

he  hurled  into  the  sea  2 


General  Comments 

The  received  Hebrew  text  has  been  followed  throughout  the  proposed  re¬ 
construction;  the  few  very  slight  changes  in  readings  adopted  are  almost 
all  matters  of  vocalization,  and  are  defended  in  the  notes  to  the  text.  With 
regard  to  the  vocalization,  we  have  attempted,  with  more  courage  than 
prudence  perhaps,  to  reproduce  cultivated  Hebrew  speech  of  the  twelfth 
to  the  tenth  centuries  b.c.  The  basis  for  this  representation  is  inevitably 
MT,  which  remains  our  best  source  for  Hebrew  pronunciation  in  spite  of 
its  late  date  and  artificial  character.  Next  in  order  of  importance  are  the 
Ugaritic  tablets,  which  offer  a  partial  vocalization  of  a  closely  related 
Canaanite  dialect;  their  great  value  lies  in  their  antiquity,  since  this  material 
antedates  the  classical  period  of  Hebrew  poetry  (fourteenth  to  the  thirteenth 
centuries  b.c.),  and  therefore  offers  an  important  corrective  to  MT.  Then 
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there  are  transcriptions  of  Canaanite  words  in  a  variety  of  languages,  begin¬ 
ning  with  Egyptian  texts  of  the  second  millennium,  including  the  Amarna 
letters  and  other  Akkadian  transliterations,  and  extending  to  the  LXX,  the 
famous  second  column  of  the  Hexapia,  and  other  late  sources. 

In  our  transliterations  we  have  endeavored  to  represent  both  long  and 
short  vowels.  With  regard  to  so-called  tone-long  vowels,  we  assume  that 
in  most  cases  short  vowels  under  the  accent  were  lengthened  but  that  un¬ 
accented  syllables  were  not  (i.e.,  so-called  pretonic  lengthening).  With 
regard  to  short  vowels,  we  employ  the  symbol  “a”  to  indicate  any  short 
vowel  concerning  the  quality  of  which  we  are  uncertain  (it  may  be  a,  i,  u, 
or  a  variation  of  these:  o,  e).  It  often  reflects  MT  vocal  shewa ,  but  we  wish 
to  leave  open  the  question  of  which  vowels  were  slurred  over  or  elided  in 
actual  speech.  We  have  accepted  the  Masoretic  vocalization  of  2  m.s.  forms 
of  the  perfect  form  of  the  verb  and  the  suffixes  attached  to  nouns  and  verbs 
(with  final  a,  except  that  we  regard  the  vowel  as  short,  not  long),  even  though 
the  consonantal  text  reflects  a  tradition  in  which  these  final  vowels  were 
not  pronounced.  We  believe  that  the  longer  forms  were  preserved  in  cul¬ 
tivated  literature,  especially  poetry  of  the  classical  period. 

The  vocalization  of  so-called  segolate  nouns  poses  a  problem,  since  forms 
like  *eres  and  melek  are  secondary,  the  earlier  pronunciation  being  *ars- 
and  malk -.  Originally  the  nouns  had  case  endings  which  facilitated  pronun¬ 
ciation  in  some  instances,  so  it  may  be  that  with  the  loss  of  case  endings,  the 
process  which  resulted  in  segolate  forms  was  initiated.  If  this  assumption 
is  correct,  then  there  would  be  no  perceptible  effect  on  the  meter:  for  ex¬ 
ample,  'arsu  -►  >eres  (two  syllables  each).  Nevertheless,  the  available  evi¬ 
dence  shows  that  the  monosyllabic  forms  persisted  for  a  long  time  and  were 
recognized  as  such.  The  same  considerations  apply  to  the  matter  of  diph¬ 
thongs.  In  Ugaritic,  Phoenician,  and  North  Israelite,  the  diphthongs  ay 
and  aw  were  regularly  contracted  to  e  and  6 .  In  Southern  Israelite  (Judahite) 
as  in  Aramaic  and  classical  Arabic,  the  diphthongs  were  preserved;  in  MT, 
they  are  often  resolved  into  two  syllables — for  example  mayim  <-  maym 
(-+  mem  in  the  northern  dialect).  If  we  accept  the  vocalization  of  the  north¬ 
ern  dialect  as  normative,  it  is  on  the  view  that  the  earliest  literature  of 
Israel  was  composed  and  transmitted  in  northern  circles,  and  that  under 
the  influence  of  Canaanite-Phoenician  royal  culture  the  court  of  David  or 
Solomon  adopted  this  mode  of  expression.  There  is  no  significant  metrical 
difference  between  the  northern  and  southern  forms;  even  if  we  were  to 
follow  MT  as  is,  instead  of  a  reconstructed  vocalization,  we  would  secure 
essentially  the  same  results.  We  wish  to  emphasize  the  flexibility  of  the 
language,  the  variety  of  forms  (long  and  short)  available  to  the  poet,  and 
his  prerogative  as  a  poet  to  vary  his  choices  depending  upon  the  requirements 
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of  a  given  line.  We  may  add  a  note  about  the  use  of  the  definite  article; 
the  article  as  such  does  not  occur  in  the  poem,  which  is  strictly  in  accord 
with  the  pattern  of  Ugaritic  poetry  (and  presumably  Canaanite  poetry  in 
general).  It  is  presupposed  here  and  there  in  the  vocalization  of  MT  (e.g., 
bayyam ,  vss  1, 4;  bakkoafy,  vs  6;  kaqqa§9  vs  7;  baqqddeS,  vs  11),  but  the  doubling 
of  the  initial  consonant  of  the  word  is  doubtless  artificial,  and  can  safely 
be  disregarded.  It  is  to  be  noted  that  neither  *et  nor  * Her ,  which  are  elements 
of  Hebrew  prose  usage,  occurs  in  the  poem — another  indication  that  the 
text  has  been  remarkably  well  preserved  from  contamination  by  prosaic 
additions  or  substitutions. 


Notes  on  the  Verses 


Verse  1 

’aizra:  Lit.  “Let  me  sing.”  This  form  is  to  be  compared  with  §iru ,  “Sing  I” 
in  the  parallel  passage  vs  21.  Note  the  use  of  the  same  word  ya$lra  in  the 
Song  of  Deborah  (Judg  5:  3)  in  a  more  elaborate  construction.  The  verse 
in  Judges  supports  the  view  that  the  preposition  l  before  Yahweh  is  to  be 
rendered  “of,  about”  rather  than  “to.”  In  Judg  5:  3,  the  poet  is  singing  to 
the  “kings/potentates”  about  Yahweh,  the  God  of  Israel.  Cf  also  the  opening 
line  of  the  Aeneid:  arma  virumque  cano . 

sus  warokibo.  MT  should  be  translated:  “horse  and  its  charioteer”  rather 
than  “horse  and  its  rider.”  As  Ex  15:  19  and  14:  9  (cf  14:  6,  7)  make  clear, 
the  reference  is  to  chariotry  not  cavalry.  Vs  4  confirms  that  the  poet  had 
in  mind  the  officers  as  well  as  the  horse-drawn  chariots. 

The  line  is  usually  scanned  as  a  couplet  or  double  bicolon,  and  schema¬ 
tized  as  4:4  or  2:2  /  2:2.  Structurally,  the  main  division  occurs  after  gayo 
ga'd,  while  there  are  secondary  pauses  after  yahwe  and  rkbw ,  so  that  either 
or  both  analyses  can  be  justified.  But  it  is  important  to  note  that  there  is 
no  parallelism  of  content  either  within  half-lines  or  between  them.  The 
thought  proceeds  in  consecutive  fashion;  the  verse  can  be  taken  as  a  summary 
of  the  content  of  the  poem  which  follows,  especially  the  first  part.  The 
syllable  count  is  as  follows:  6:5  /  5:4.  The  parallel  verse,  21,  has  5:5  /  5:4. 
In  accordance  with  the  syllable-value  system  proposed  above,  we  obtain 
these  results:  For  vs  1,  the  first  bicolon  would  have  the  following  count: 
13  +  3  =  16  (or:  2  +  3  +  3  /  2  +  3  +  3  =  16)  for  the  first  colon  (the 
parallel  line,  vs  21,  would  have  a  value  of  11  +  3  =  14,  or  3  +  3  /  2  +  3 
+  3  =  14).  The  second  colon  would  be:  10  +  3  =  13  (or  3  /  2  +  3  /  2  + 
3  =  13).  The  second  bicolon  would  have  the  following  count:  11+3 
=  14  (or  4  /  2  +  3  +  2  +  3  =  14)  for  the  first  colon;  9+2  =  11  (or 
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2  +  3  /  2  +  4  =  11)  for  the  second  colon.  The  totals  for  vs  1  would  be 
16  +  13  =  29  and  14  +  11  »  25;  for  vs  21,  14  +  13  =  27  and  14  +  11 
=  25.  The  general  pattern  is  standard  throughout  the  poem. 

Verse  2 

<ozzi  wazimrat  yah ,  Lit.  “My  strength  and  fortress  is  Yah.”  The  following 
points  may  be  noted.  The  first  person  suffix  is  to  be  understood  with  zmrl ; 
the  text  can  be  explained  in  one  or  more  of  several  ways:  the  suffix  of  'zy 
is  to  be  taken  with  zmrt  as  well  (double-duty  suffix);  the  yod  at  the  begin¬ 
ning  of  “Yah”  is  to  be  understood  as  also  representing  the  suffix  at  the  end 
of  zmrt .  This  was  an  epigraphic  device  which  obviated  the  necessity  of 
writing  the  same  letter  twice  in  succession.  In  early  orthography,  the  yod 
of  the  first  person  suffix  would  not  have  been  written.  That  the  suffix  was 
at  least  understood  if  not  actually  pronounced  is  demonstrated  by  the 
reading  of  the  Samaritan  Pentateuch  (zmrty),  along  with  some  MSS  of  MT. 
The  second  proposal  seems  most  attractive  to  us,  and  we  have  adopted  it. 
Further,  we  take  the  two  words  as  an  example  of  hendiadys:  “Yah  is  my 
mighty  fortress.”9  Concerning  the  form  yah,  it  does  not  occur  in  other 
early  poems  and  its  usage  here  may  be  questioned;  or  else  the  whole  verse 
may  be  regarded  as  late. 

waydhl  ll  ly§w%  Lit.  “He  belongs  to  me  for  salvation.”  The  use  of  f.s. 
abstract  nouns  to  represent  concrete  objects  or  persons  is  well  attested  in 
the  Psalter;  and  in  particular,  ysw'h  is  used  often  of  Yahweh  with  the  mean¬ 
ing,  “Savior.”10 

w'nwhw  .  .  .  w'rmmnhw.  The  waw  before  the  verb  in  each  case  is  emphatic, 
not  conjunctive. 

With  regard  to  the  meter,  the  situation  is  not  so  clear.  Normally  vs  2a 
would  be  scanned  as  3:3,  but  it  is  also  possible  to  read  it  as  3:2,  2:3,  or 
2:2,  depending  on  how  the  combination  zmrt  yh  is  construed  in  the  first 
colon  and  wyhy-ly  in  the  second.  Syllable  counting  is  similarly  subject 
to  differing  interpretations,  but  the  total  is  larger  and  the  net  variation 
therefore  less  important.  Thus  MT  has  6  syllables  for  the  first  colon,  while 
our  preferred  reconstruction  comes  to  7.  The  second  colon,  following  MT, 
has  7  syllables  (if  we  take  the  shewa  in  wyhy  as  vocal;  if  we  regard  the  shewa 
as  silent,  then  the  total  is  6).  On  the  other  hand,  MT  has  elided  a  syllable 
in  Itfu'a  <  hydSu'a;  the  longer  form  may  still  have  been  in  vogue  when  the 
poem  was  composed,  or  the  poet  may  have  preferred  it  here.  In  that  case, 
the  total  could  be  8.  Averaging  the  differences,  and  assuming  that  the  two 
cola  were  meant  to  balance,  we  emerge  with  a  proposed  7:7  syllable  count, 
acknowledging  that  it  is  approximate  but  insisting  that  it  is  not  likely  to  be 
more  than  one  syllable  off: — that  is,  6-7  /  6-8  represents  the  maximum  range. 
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By  following  the  vocable  system  already  described,  the  first  colon  in  MT 
would  have  a  count  of  16  vocables  plus  3  long  vowels  =  19  (or  by  syllables, 
3  + 3/ 2  +  3  + 4/ 4  =  19).  However,  according  to  our  reconstruction, 
the  total  would  be  17+3  =  20(or3  +  3/  2  +  3  +  2  +  3/  4  =  20). 
The  second  colon  in  MT  would  have  a  count  of  14 +  5  =  19  (2 +  2  +  3/ 
3  /  3  +  3  +  3  =  19).  If  we  restore  the  elided  syllable  in  lysu>%  the  count 
would  be  16+4  =  20(or2  +  2  +  3/  3/  2  +  2  +  3  +  3  =  20).  If  we 
regard  the  shewa  in  ivyhy  as  silent,  the  total  would  be  18.  The  pattern  can 
be  described  as  follows  2a — 19-20  /  18-20.  The  variation  in  each  case  is 
about  the  same,  but  its  net  importance  has  diminished.  However  we  de¬ 
scribe  the  mathematical  ratios,  we  can  say  that  the  two  cola  balance — that 
is,  they  were  meant  to  be  said  or  sung  in  the  same  time. 

Turning  to  vs  2b,  we  find  a  more  complex  situation.  The  meter  would 
probably  be  regarded  as  3:3,  though  the  first  colon  could  with  much  justice 
be  counted  as  2  by  taking  zh  *ly  as  one  stress,  while  the  second  is  so  much 
longer  that  4  would  seem  more  appropriate  (taking  > rmmnhw  as  2).  Syl¬ 
lable  counting  serves  to  clarify  the  situation  by  pinpointing  the  discrepancy 
between  the  two  cola;  the  first  has  7  syllables,  the  second  11.  Nevertheless, 
the  cola  balance;  only  in  each  case,  the  second  term  is  considerably  longer 
than  the  one  it  matches:  'Ihy  'by  //  'ly  and  w'rmmnhw  \\  w'nwhw,  Even  the 
addition  of  zh  to  the  first  colon  (it  also  serves  the  second:  This  is  my  God 
.  .  .  /  This  is  my  father’s  God  .  .  .)  does  not  completely  redress  the  imbalance. 
It  would  have  been  a  simple  matter  to  switch  the  verbs  of  the  two  cola  and 
produce  an  exact  syllabic  balance  (9:9);  but  presumably  the  poet  preferred 
to  overbalance  the  bicolon  as  in  the  preserved  text,  thus  producing  a  se¬ 
quence  with  2a  as  follows:  7:7  /  7:11.  Since  this  stanza  is  outside  the  body 
of  the  poem,  and  no  other  material  conforms  to  it  in  content,  it  is  impossible 
to  say  whether  this  is  a  deliberate  pattern  or  not,  or  whether  some  corruption 
has  occurred.  Since  the  text  makes  good  sense,  and  poetic  parallelism  is 
maintained,  we  should  assume  that  the  pattern  is  deliberate,  and  that  the 
poet  (presumably  for  melodic  or  rhythmic  reasons)  chose  a  7:11  pattern 
against  the  normal  or  expected  9:9.  That  an  unbalanced  bicolon  is  a  legit¬ 
imate  variation  of  the  normal  balanced  variety  can  be  established  without 
difficulty  from  the  corpus  of  early  Israelite  poetry.  For  example,  in  the 
Lament  of  David  over  Saul  and  Jonathan,  2  Sam  1:  20,  we  read: 


20a  *1  tgydw  bgt 

(w)*l  tbsrw  bhwst  ’Sqhvn 

20b  pn-tsmhnh  bnwt  plStym 

pn-t'lznh  bnwt  Q'rlym 


Do  not  announce  it  in  Gath 
Do  not  proclaim  in  the  streets  of 
Ashkelon 

Lest  the  daughters  of  the  Philistines 
rejoice 

Lest  the  daughters  of  the  uncircum¬ 
cised  exult 


178 


David  Noel  Freedman 


The  balance  between  the  cola  of  20b  is  clear  and  regular.  It  would  normally 
be  taken  as  3:3;  by  syllable  counting,  we  have  9:10  for  MT,  and  if  we 
drop  the  definite  article  before  €rlym  as  a  prosaic  addition,  we  would  have 
an  exact  equivalence  at  9:9.  In  20a,  we  have  good  parallelism  in  content 
but  a  serious  imbalance  in  meter.  It  could  be  construed  as  2:3  or  3:4,  but 
hardly  as  3:3,  which  would  be  expected  on  the  basis  of  20b.  Syllable  count¬ 
ing  only  serves  to  emphasize  the  imbalance.  Following  MT,  we  have  6:11 
(or  if  we  read  the  waw  before  * l-lbsrw,  following  the  versions  and  some 
Hebrew  MSS,  the  second  colon  would  be  12).  The  ratio  is  approximately 
1:2,  though  the  poet  could  easily  have  achieved  a  more  balanced  bicolon 
by  switching  words  or  supplying  a  parallel  term  for  bwst  in  the  first  colon.11 
Presumably  he  preferred  to  overbalance  the  line.  The  point  we  wish  to 
make  is  that  the  total  of  the  two  cola  of  20a,  6  +  11  (12)  =  17  (18),  is 
roughly  the  same  as  20b,  9  +  9  (10)  =  18  (19).  Therefore  we  can  say  that 
an  unbalanced  bicolon,  6:11  (12),  can  legitimately  be  paired  with  a  balanced 
one,  9:9  (10),  or,  more  simply,  that  the  unbalanced  or  overbalanced  bicolon 
is  a  legitimate  tool  in  the  Israelite  poet’s  arsenal. 

Returning  to  Ex  15:  2b,  if  we  use  the  vocable  system  of  counting,  we 
come  out  with  15  +  5  =  20  (or  syllabically:  3/3+3/2  +  3  +  3+  3  = 
20)  for  the  first  colon,  and  23  +  5  =  28  (or2  +  3  +  3/  2  +  3/  2  +  2  + 
3  +  2  +  3  + 3  =  28)  for  the  second, 

OPENING 


Verse  3 

This  verse  establishes  the  theme  of  the  poem:  Yahweh  the  invincible 
warrior.  Throughout  the  poem,  emphasis  is  placed  on  Yahweh’s  warlike 
prowess,  his  overwhelming  power  in  nature  and  battle,  and  his  enduring 
total  sovereignty.  With  vs  18,  it  forms  an  inclusio ,  or  envelope,  within  which 
the  action  of  the  poem  develops.  It  may  be  noted  that  the  form  and  order 
of  the  words  are  very  similar  to  the  Shema  in  Deut  6:  4,  which  is  also  decep¬ 
tively  simple  and  resists  adequate  analysis  and  interpretation: 

Deut  6:  4  yhwh  ’lhynw  /  yhwh  6:4 

Ex  15:  3  yhwh  >y§  mlhmh  /  yhwh  §mw  6:4 

They  share  the  same  metrical  structure,  which  is  2:2  (or  3:2),  or  6:4  by 
syllable  count.  The  vocable  count  is  18:11,  apparently  an  unbalanced 
bicolon,  but  it  is  difficult  to  establish  the  pattern,  since  the  expected  paral¬ 
lelism  is  lacking.  The  balancing  bicolon  in  vs  18  is  also  2:2  (syllable  count 
4:5,  vocable  count  13:14)  but  without  parallelism;  it  is  a  single  continuous 
sentence. 
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Verse  4 

There  is  widespread  agreement  among  scholars  that  this  verse  is  metrically 
unbalanced;  and  on  the  basis  of  metrical  considerations,  it  is  generally 
suggested  that  wfylw  be  dropped  from  the  first  colon  of  4a,  since  as  it  stands, 
the  metrical  pattern  appears  to  be  3:2  /  2:2,  which  is  not  consistent  with 
the  prevailing  2:2  meter  of  the  poem.  The  following  considerations  may  be 
urged  against  such  a  conclusion,  apart  from  the  total  lack  of  textual  evidence 
for  such  an  emendation:  Assuming  that  the  analysis  is  correct,  would  a 
variation  in  the  prevailing  pattern  be  automatic  proof  of  later  editorial 
tampering?  Has  the  poet  no  freedom  to  vary  his  style  deliberately?  But 
in  fact,  the  analysis  is  less  than  convincing.  Thus  it  is  to  be  noted  that  what 
parallelism  in  content  there  is  in  the  verse  is  between  the  bicola  4a  and  4b 
and  not  within  them.  Within  the  bicola,  we  have  at  most  a  caesura,  the 
placement  of  which  may  vary  somewhat  from  line  to  line.  When  the  larger 
groupings  are  compared,  there  would  still  appear  to  be  a  discrepancy  ac¬ 
cording  to  a  stress  system  of  analysis:  5/4.  But  in  actuality,  there  is  a  very 
good  formal  balance  as  well  as  in  content  between  the  half-verses.  Thus 
each  has  5  content  words  and,  perhaps  more  to  the  point,  each  consists  of 
12  syllables.  The  count  by  cola  is  as  follows:  4a:  8/4;  4b:  6/6.  In  other  words, 
the  8/4  division  in  the  first  bicolon  is  a  perfectly  legitimate  variant  of  the 
“normal”  6/6  arrangement  in  the  second  bicolon.  The  conclusion  therefore 
would  be  that  whylw ,  far  from  being  otiose,  is  necessary  to  the  metrical 
balance.  There  would  be  a  major  imbalance  if  it  were  omitted.  It  should 
be  added  that  the  phrase  at  the  beginning  of  4  should  be  taken  as  hendiadys: 
Pharaoh’s  military  chariots,  or  chariot  force,  rather  than  as  a  reference  to 
both  chariots  and  the  rest  of  the  army.  The  prose  description  in  14:7,  17, 
28  sufficiently  explains  the  situation.  The  vocable  count  is  19  +  4  =  23 
(or:  3  +  2  +  4  /  3  +  3  /  2  +  3  +  3  =  23)  for  the  first  colon  of  4a,  and 
9  +  2  =  11  (or:  2  +  3/2  +  4  =  11)  for  the  second  colon.  For  4b,  the 
count  is  as  follows:  15  +  2  =  17  (or:  2  +  3  +  3  /  2  +  3  +  4  =  17)  for 
the  first  colon,  and  15  +  2  =  17  (or:  3  +  2  +  3  /  2  +  3  /  4  =  17)  for  the 
second  colon.  The  total  for  4a  is  34,  and  for-  4b  is  also  34.  It  may  be  said 
with  some  confidence  that  the  verse  as  it  has  been  transmitted  divides  into 
two  half-verses  of  exactly  equal  length. 

Verse  5 

This  verse  also  appears  to  be  unbalanced,  the  metrical  pattern  being  ap¬ 
parently  2:3,  though  5a  could  be  construed  as  3  and  5b  as  4.  In  any  case, 
the  second  half-line  is  perceptibly  longer  than  the  first.  Following  MT,  we 
have  a  syllable  count  of  3  +  4  or  5  (depending  upon  whether  the  shewa  with 
samek  is  regarded  as  vocal  or  not)  for  5a;  5b  has  10  syllables  in  MT;  a  syl- 


180 


David  Noel  Freedman 


lable  has  been  elided  in  bmswlt ,  and  so  one  syllable  could  be  added  to  the 
total;  on  the  other  hand,  the  final  word,  'dben,  was  originally  monosyllabic, 
so  that  one  could  be  subtracted.  The  range  could  have  been  between  9 
and  11;  thus  10  is  a  satisfactory  average.  Our  provisional  conclusion  is  that 
we  have  an  unbalanced  bicolon  of  18  syllables  divided  8/10.  It  is  to  be  com¬ 
pared  with  the  bicolon  8bc,  which  also  has  18  syllables,  divided  9/9,  or 
with  vs  16cd,  which  in  MT  is  a  bicolon  of  18  syllables,  divided  9/9.  It  could 
also  be  compared  with  2b,  which  totals  18  syllables,  divided  7/11.  The 
vocable  count  follows:  5a:  18  +  4  =  22  (2  +  3  +  4  /  2  +  3  +  2  +  3  + 
3  =  22);  5b:  23  +  5  =  28  (2  +  2  +  3/  2  +  2  +  3  +  4/  2  +  3/  5  = 
28). 


REFRAIN  (a) 

Verse  6 

The  metrical  pattern  is  2:2  /  2:2.  From  the  syllabic  point  of  view,  there 
is  some  question  about  the  proper  count  for  ymynk ,  which  may  be  considered 
3  or  4  depending  on  whether  the  vowel  after  nun  was  elided  or  not.  It  is 
barely  possible  that  the  extra  syllable  was  counted  in  one  bicolon  and  not 
in  the  other,  for  metrical  reasons.  The  preservation  of  the  archaic  infinitive 
form  ne'dorl  may  also  have  a  metrical  basis  among  other  reasons.  The  syl¬ 
lable  count  would  then  be:  6a:  5:5,  5:4.  The  vocable  count  is:  6a:  12  +  2  = 
14  (2  +  4  +  2  /  3  +  3  =  14)  for  the  first  colon,  and  12  +  3  =  15(3  + 
3  +  3  /  2  +  4  =  15)  for  the  second;  6b:  12  +  2  =  14  for  the  first  colon, 
and  11  +  2  =  13  (3  +  3  /  3  +  4  =  13)  for  the  second.  The  apparent 
discrepancy  between  6a2  and  6b2  could  be  corrected,  if  desired,  by  reading 
the  plural  * oyeblm  with  LXX  against  MT  * oyeb .  This  would  produce  5  syl¬ 
lables  and  15  vocables  in  exact  parallel  with  6a;  the  inclusion  of  the  archaic 
z  ending  on  n'dr  seems  to  suggest  that  the  poet  required  a  fifth  syllable  in 
that  colon.  Other  emendations  in  6b2  are  possible,  such  as  adding  the  modal 
ending  to  the  verb  or  the  case  ending  to  the  noun.  It  must  also  be  recognized 
that  there  may  have  been  a  slight  shift  in  the  rhythm  corresponding  to  the 
shift  in  content  from  the  first  colon  of  each  half-line  to  the  second. 

STROPHE  i 


Verse  7 

The  structure^  of  vs  7  is  fairly  intricate,  and  deserves  extended  comment. 
The  initial  impression  is  that  the  second  bicolon  (7b)  interprets  and  elabor 
rates  on  the  central  element  in  the  first — namely,  the  destruction  of  the  foes. 
Further  to  be  noted  is  the  close  parallel  between  7a1  and  b1  in  which  the 
terms  g >wnk  and  £rn/r  not  only  complement  each  other  but  rhyme;  the  means 
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of  destruction  is  the  majestic  anger  of  Yahweh.  We  must  in  fact  combine 
these  cola  to  get  at  the  intention  of  the  poet.  The  term  rb  applies  as  well 
to  hrn  as  to  g'wn ;  so  also  t§lh  must  extend  to  g'wn,  since  it  governs  #rn. 
These  are  symbolically  the  weapons  or  armed  messengers  whom  Yahweh 
sends  out  to  perform  the  act  of  punishment.  The  presentation  here  reflects 
two  important  themes  of  Canaanite  myth:  the  messenger  gods  who  perform 
the  will  of  the  sovereign  deity,  and  the  personified  weapons  of  the  god  in 
his  battle  against  the  foe.  The  term  g'wn  may  be  the  symbol  of  sovereignty 
of  the  king  of  the  gods,  the  royal  mace  which  is  used  to  smash  (cf  Ps  58:  7, 
“Knock  their  teeth  out  of  their  mouths”),  while  hrn  represents  the  sword 
which  devours  the  foe  as  flames  consume  stubble.  The  association  of  anger 
with  fire,  and  of  both  with  the  sword,  is  so  standardized  that  the  poet  needs 
only  to  hint  at  the  combination  in  his  allusive  statement  to  evoke  all  three 
images.  It  may  be  added  that  the  verse  is  highly  figurative  in  the  context, 
since  so  far  as  we  are  aware  there  was  no  battle,  no  fire,  no  sword — only 
watery  death.  But  these  phrases  point  to  the  unique  majesty  of  the  king 
of  the  gods  and  his  special  prerogatives. 

The  meter  of  vs  7  is  2:2  /  2:2.  The  syllable  count  is  as  follows:  7a:  6  or 
7  (depending  on  whether  the  original  vowel  after  n  in  g'wnk  was  still  pro¬ 
nounced  or  elided  at  the  time  of  the  poet;  presumably  he  could  have  chosen 
either  pronunciation.  The  initial  waw  is  probably  emphatic  rather  than  con¬ 
junctive.  /  6  (I  suggest  that  we  read  *taharris  -►  Shares  [Piel  instead  of 
Qal;  cf  Ex  23:  24],  to  match  the  emphatic  Mallah  of  the  next  bicolon.  So 
far  as  MT  is  concerned,  it  does  not  affect  the  syllable  count,  which  remains 
3,  though  we  may  question  whether  the  fyatef-patah  was  pronounced  in 
forms  such  as  tah*ros  in  classical  Hebrew.)  7b:  6  or  7  ( fyrnk  presumably 
had  the  same  vocalization  as  g'wnk ,  and  could  be  taken  as  3  or  4  syllables) 
/  6.  We  may  conclude  that  the  syllable  count  for  this  couplet  was  normalized 
at  12:12,  as  in  vs  4.  The  vocable  count  is  as  follows:  7a:  14  +  2  =  16  (or: 

2  +  2  +  4  /  2  +  4  +  2  =  16)  for  the  first  colon;  14  +  2=16(2  +  3  + 

3  /  3  +  3  +  2  =  16)  for  the  second  colon.  7b:  15  +  1  =  16  (2  +  3  + 

3  /  2  +  4  +  2  =  16)  for  the  first  colon;  13  +  3  =  16  (3 +  2  +  3  +  3/ 

2  +  3  =  16)  for  the  second  colon. 

Verse  8 

As  already  mentioned,  8a  seems  to  belong  structurally  with  vs  7:  8a  is 
to  be  scanned  as  2:2  or  4,  like  7ab,  while  8b  and  c  are  3:3.  At  the  same 
time,  its  content  clearly  connects  with  8bc.  The  first  colon  of  8a,  wbrwfy 
>pyk9  while  structurally  similar  to  the  first  colon  of  7,  actually  governs  the 
whole  of  8j  thus  serving  a  triple  function.  Clearly  too,  n'rmw  mgm  is  paral¬ 
lel  to  nsbw  .  .  .  nzlym  and  qp’w  thmt.  Furthermore,  8a  has  10  or,  at  the 
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most,  11  syllables  (depending  on  the  count  for  mym ),  while  7  is  consistently 
12  in  both  parts,  and  8b  and  c  are  9.  Thus  we  may  say  that  8a  serves  as  a 
transition  from  7  to  8bc  sharing  features  with  both  preceding  and  succeeding 
couplets. 

As  indicated,  the  meter  of  8a  is  2:2;  syllabically,  the  count  is  6  (we  do 
not  count  the  palak  furtive  in  rualy  it  was  either  not  pronounced  or  not  con¬ 
sidered  significant)  /  4  or  5  (we  vocalize  the  verb  nelramu9  but  this  does  not 
affect  the  count;  with  respect  to  mym9  it  is  much  more  likely  that  the  diph¬ 
thong  was  preserved  ( maym )  or  contracted  (mem)  rather  than  resolved,  as 
in  MT  ( mayim ).  The  pattern  is  to  be  compared  with  vs  3.  The  vocable 
count  is  as  follows:  8a1:  14  +  2  =  16(2  +  2  +  4/  3  +  3  +  2  =  16);  8a2: 

10  +  2  =  12  (3 +  2  +  3/  4  =  12);  note  that  MT  here  has  12  +  1  =  13 

(3  +  2  +  3/  2  +  3  =  13).  It  will  be  observed  that  8a1  conforms  exactly 
to  the  pattern  of  the  cola  in  7  in  all  three  systems,  but  that  8a2  does  not. 
We  may  note  a  limited  example  of  chiasm  in  8bc.  In  8b,  we  have  after  the 
verb  a  prepositional  phrase  followed  by  the  subject;  in  8c,  the  order  of  pre¬ 
positional  phrase  and  subject  is  reversed.  Since  this  device  became  very 
popular  in  Hebrew  poetry,  it  is  interesting  to  observe  its  relatively  modest 
role  in  this  early  poem. 

The  meter  of  8bc  is  apparently  3:3,  in  contrast  with  the  more  common 
2:2  /  2:2.  The  syllable  count  is  9:9;  and  the  vocable  count  is  21  +  5  =  26 
(or:  3  +  2  +  3  /  2  +  3  +  4  /  3  +  2  +  4  =  26)  for  8b;  and  21  +  4  =  25 

(or:  2  +  2  +  3  /  2  +  3  +  4  /  2  +  3  +  4  =  25)  for  8c. 

STROPHE  I  B 


Verse  9 

Various  poetic  devices  are  employed  in  this  verse.  Notice  should  be  taken 
of  the  alliterative  pattern  at  the  beginning  of  the  verse  (the  first  five  words 
begin  with  aleph ,  perhaps  as  an  onomatopoeic  way  of  evoking  the  clatter 
of  horses  and  chariots).  Connected  with  this  is  the  repetition  of  first  person 
forms  throughout  the  triad:  four  imperfect  1  s.  forms  of  the  verb,  and  three 

1  s.  pronominal  suffixes  attached  to  nouns,  making  7  in  all  (cf  Ps  74:  13  ff, 
in  which  the  pronoun  H  is  repeated  7  times  to  symbolize  the  divine  assault 
on  the  seven  heads  of  the  sea  dragon).12  In  the  balancing  triad  vss  12-13, 

2  m.s.  forms  are  used  for  God,  by  contrast  with  the  enemy.  There  are  four 
perfect  forms  of  the  verb,  and  four  pronominal  suffixes  of  the  2  m.s.  attached 
to  nouns,  making  8  in  all.  Perhaps  the  sequence  7:8  familiar  in  Ugaritic 
and  Hebrew  poetry  is  deliberate  in  this  case.  The  metrical  scheme  in  vs  9 
is  2:2  /  2:2  /  2:2.  The  syllable  count  produces  4/4  =  8;  5/6  =  11;  and  4/6 
=  10.  With  this  should  be  compared  the  similar  triad,  vs  15:  9/  9/  9.  The 
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vocable  count  produces  the  following  results:  9a:  10  +  2  =  12  (or:  2  +  3/ 
3  +  4  =  12)  for  the  first  colon;  12  +  2  =  14  (3  +  4  /  3  +  4  =  14)  for  the 
second  colon;  9b:  13  +  2  =  15(2  +  3  +  4/  2  +  4  =  15)  for  the  first 
colon;  14  +  3  =  17  (3  +  2  +  3  +  3  /  3  +  3  =  17)  for  the  second  colon; 
9c:  10  +  2  =  12  (2  +  4  /  3  +  3  =  12)  for  the  first  colon,  and  12  +  5  = 
17  (3  +  3  +  3  +  3  /  2  +  3  =  17)  for  the  second  colon. 

In  defense  of  MT,  tml'mw  and  twrySmw  with  3  m.pl.  suffix,  against  LXX 
which  apparently  does  not  read  them,  it  may  be  pointed  out  that  the  poet 
had  a  special  interest  in  using  the  archaic  form  of  the  suffix.  Including  the 
cases  under  discussion,  it  occurs  exactly  seven  times  with  imperfect  forms 
of  the  verb,  and  in  patterns  which  can  hardly  be  the  result  of  accident: 

7  yo’k^emo  15  yo^zemo 

9  timla^mo 17  t^Pemo 
9  toriSemo  17  tittacemo 

12  tibla‘emd 

The  single  occurrences  in  vss  7,  12,  and  15  all  refer  to  actions  against  the 
Egyptians  (7,  12)  and  the  other  nations  (15).  The  forms  in  7  and  15  match 
(Qal  imperfect  3  m.s.)  even  with  respect  to  vocalization  (pe  aleph  verbs  with 
initial  o).  The  subject  in  each  case  is  an  abstract  noun;  whereas  the  object 
varies  from  the  Egyptians  in  the  first  case  to  the  Moabites  in  the  second: 
Yahweh's  anger  devours  the  former,  while  trembling  seizes  the  latter. 

The  paired  verbs  in  vss  9  and  17  have  the  Israelites  as  the  object.  In  the 
former,  it  is  the  enemy  who  threatens  them  with  conquest  and  annihilation: 
“my  gullet  will  be  filled  with  them,  my  hand  will  conquer  them.”  In  the 
latter,  it  is  Yahweh  who  brings  them  into  the  land  and  plants  them  there. 
The  first  pair  have  3  f.s.  verbal  prefixes,  whereas  the  latter  have  2  m.s. 
prefixes  (the  poet  has  taken  advantage  of  the  fact  that  these  are  homon¬ 
ymous  forms — both  represented  by  /)•  In  each  pair  there  is  a  Qal  form  and 
a  Hiphil  form,  balanced  chiastically. 

9  (Q)  tmPmw  ^^^tb’mw  (H)  17 
9  (H)  twry§mw  tt‘mw  (Q)  17 


Verse  10 

In  content,  vs  10  is  very  similar  to  vs  5;  in  form  and  meter,  10a  closely 
resembles  8a  and  3,  while  10b  corresponds  to  the  pattern  of  vss  4  and  7. 
The  basic  meter  is  4:4  (or  2:2  /  2:2),  but  10a  is  measurably  shorter  than  10b. 
Thus  the  syllable  count  in  10a  is:  6  (reading  bru>fik  as  three  syllables):  4 
(note  that  in  ksmw  the  final  yod  of  the  root  has  been  elided,  contrary  to  the 
practice  in  vs  5,  where  it  has  been  preserved,  yksymw ;  in  our  judgment, 
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metrical  considerations  figure  in  the  choice  of  the  poet).  In  10b,  the  count 
is:  6  (reading  k'prt  as  three  syllables  against  MT,  since  the  ending  was 
originally  monosyllabic — part  or  pirt ):  5  (reading  mym  as  maym  or  mem 
instead  of  MT  mayim).  The  syllable  count  is  thus  10:11.  The  vocable  count 
is  10a:14  +  1  =  15  (or:  2  +  3  +  2  /  2  +  4  +  2  =  15)  for  the  first  colon, 
and  10  +  2  =  12  (or:  3  +  2  +  3  /  4  =  12)  for  the  second;  10b:  14  +  2  = 
16  /  (or:  2  +  2  +  3  /  2  +  3  +  4  =  16)  for  the  first  colon  and  13  +  3  = 
16  (or:  2  +  4  /  3  +  3  +  4  =  16)  for  the  second. 

REFRAIN  (b) 

Verse  11 

Another  instance  of  partial  chiasm  is  to  be  noted  (cf  vs  8).  After  the  ini¬ 
tial  interrogative  expression,  we  have  a  prepositional  phrase  followed  by 
the  vocative  form  Yahweh  in  the  first  colon.  In  the  second  colon,  however, 
the  corresponding  vocative,  n'dr9  is  followed  by  the  prepositional  phrase. 
With  regard  to  the  prepositional  phrases,  we  may  point  to  the  m.pl.  form 
* lym  in  the  first  colon,  which  is  balanced  by  an  abstract  (or  collective) 
singular  form  qdS  in  the  second,  a  poetic  device  which  occurs  frequently  in 
the  Psalter.  It  may  be  added  that  in  prose  the  two  words  would  naturally 
be  combined:  “the  holy  gods,”  as  in  the  Phoenician  inscription  of  Yfyymlk 
from  Byblus.13  In  similar  fashion,  n'dr  (here  the  Niphal  participle  m.s.) 
is  linked  to  yhwh — that  is,  “Yahweh,  the  resplendent.” 

From  the  metrical  point  of  view,  the  structure  seems  to  be  4:4:4  (or  2:2  / 
2:2  /  2:2)  as  was  the  case  in  vs  6.  However,  in  each  bicolon  a  case  can  be 
made  for  3  stresses  (depending  on  how  we  analyze  my-kmkh ,  or  whether  we 
take  'sh  pi'  as  a  single  unit  in  11c),  as  is  true  presumably  of  vs  16cd,  which 
also  serves  as  a  divider.  The  syllable  count  is  somewhat  easier  to  manage, 
though  some  variation  is  possible.  Vs  11a:  4/5;  lib:  4/4  or  5  (depending  on 
whether  we  read  bqd$  as  3  with  MT,  or  2  on  the  basis  of  an  earlier  monosyl¬ 
labic  pronunciation  qud$~);  11c:  5/3  or  4  (if  we  read  pi '  with  MT  we  have 
4  syllables  for  this  colon,  but  3  if  we  revert  to  an  earlier  monosyllabic  form. 
In  the  latter  case,  however,  it  seems  likely  that  the  case  ending  would  have 
been  retained  if  the  final  aleph  of  the  root  was  to  be  pronounced  at  all — that 
is,  pil'i  or  pil'd).  Our  judgment  is  that  the  triad  consisted  of  bicola  of  9, 
8,  and  8  or  9  syllables.  The  vocable  count  is  as  follows:  lla:8+2=10 
(3  +  2  +  3  +  2  =  10)  for  the  first  colon,  and  12  +  3  =  15  (or:  2  +  3  + 
4  /  3  +  3  =  15)  for  the  second;  lib:  10  for  the  first  colon,  and  12  +  2  =  14 
(3  +  4  /  2  +  5  =  14)  for  the  second;  11c:  12  +  3  (omitting  the  aleph  at 
the  end  of  nwr '  from  the  count)  =  15  (or:  3  +  3  /  2  +  3  +  4  =  15)  for 
the  first  colon,  and  8  +  2  (counting  either  the  final  segol  or  the  final  aleph 
of  pi'  but  not  both)  =  10  (or:  3  +  3  /  4  =  10). 
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As  has  been  pointed  out,  the  refrain  in  vs  1 1  is  longer  and  more  elaborate 
than  the  ones  in  vss  6  and  16  which  follow  a  similar  pattern.  In  the  present 
case,  the  third  bicolon  picks  up  the  participle  in  lib  ( n’dr ),  and  expands 
on  the  theme  of  the  fear-inspiring,  wonder-working  Deity.  Thus  nwr'  is 
parallel  to  n’dr,  and  'sh  pi’  partakes  of  the  same  numinous  quality.  By 
thus  concentrating  on  the  unique  splendor  of  Yahweh,  in  contrast  with  other 
divine  beings,  and  his  mighty  works,  the  poet  here  reaches  the  climactic 
point  in  his  composition.  Standing  at  the  center  and  apex  of  the  poem, 
it  relates  equally  to  both  strophes:  the  God  described  in  vs  1 1  is  equally 
responsible  for  the  victory  at  the  sea  and  for  the  triumphant  march  to  the 
Holy  Land.  By  being  less  specific  than  the  other  refrains,  which  relate 
directly  to  the  theme  of  their  respective  strophes  (i.e.,  vs  6  focuses  on  the 
powerful  right  hand  of  Yahweh  by  which  he  wreaked  destruction  on  the 
enemy;  vs  16  speaks  of  the  passage  of  the  people  of  Yahweh  into  the  prom¬ 
ised  land),  vs  11  serves  them  both  as  center  and  fulcrum. 

STROPHE  II 

Verses  12-14 

Vss  12-13  form  a  triad  of  bicola,  in  which  the  first  (vs  12)  recapitulates 
the  content  of  the  first  half  of  the  poem,  while  the  latter  two  carry  the  story 
from  that  point.  The  destruction  of  the  Egyptian  host  is  the  necessary 
condition  and  presupposition  of  the  march  through  the  wilderness,  so  that 
the  association  of  these  ideas  in  a  single  unit  is  entirely  in  order.  If  that  were 
insufficient  to  convince,  then  the  word  patterns  in  the  three  bicola  provide 
additional  evidence  of  their  purposeful  combination  in  the  plan  of  the  poet: 
thus  each  bicolon  begins  with  a  perfect  form  of  the  verb  (2  m.s.);  the  verbs 
form  an  alliterative  sequence — natita,  nabUa,  nehalta — and  each  verb  is 
followed  by  a  noun  with  the  2  m.s.  suffix:  ymynk,  bftsdk,  b'zk.  While  13ab 
are  more  closely  related  in  content,  12  clearly  belongs  to  the  same  scheme. 

The  structure  of  Strophe  II  is  essentially  the  same  as  that  of  Strophe  I, 
though  there  are  some  minor  variations.  That  structure  has  already  been 
discussed  and  defended.  At  the  same  time,  there  is  a  contrasting  movement 
in  the  two  strophes,  toward  and  away  from  the  central  point  in  vs  1 1.  Thus 
we  may  expect  to  find  certain  points  of  contact  between  Part  A  of  Strophe 
I  and  Part  B  of  Strophe  II,  and  similarly  between  Part  B  of  Strophe  I  and 
Part  A  of  Strophe  II,  reflecting  a  certain  chiasm  in  the  whole  pattern  of  the 
poem  and  cutting  across  the  purely  structural  lines. 

Vs  12  serves  as  a  connecting  link  between  the  two  strophes,  and  consti¬ 
tutes  an  admirable  parallel  to  lQa,  providing  a  sequence  of  synonymous 
terms  in  the  same  order: 
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10a  n§pt  brwhk  ksmw  ym  You  blew  with  your  breath 

The  sea  covered  them 

12  ntyt  ymynk  tbl‘mw  *rs  You  stretched  out  your  hand 

The  netherworld  swallowed  them 

Vs  13,  however,  correlates  well  with  the  opening  couplet  of  Strophe  I,  vs  7. 
Just  as  the  theme  of  vs  7  is  the  destructive  violence  of  Yahweh  against  his 
enemies,  so  in  vs  13  emphasis  is  placed  on  the  constructive  care  and  guidance 
of  his  own  people.  The  twin  instruments  of  military  punishment  in  vs  7, 
g>wnk  and  hrnk ,  are  balanced  by  Yahweh’s  protective  agents  in  vs  13, 
hsdk  and  Kzk .  The  imperfect  verbs  thrs  and  t§lfy  are  matched  by  the  perfect 
forms  nhyt  and  nhlt ,  while  in  the  subordinate  clauses  we  have  y'klmw 
balanced  by  zw  gyll.  It  is  not  yet  clear  what  distinction,  if  any,  is  to  be  drawn 
between  perfect  and  imperfect  forms  in  early  Hebrew  poetry;  it  is  clear  that 
they  are  interchangeable  so  far  as  tense  is  concerned,  and  it  may  be  that  the 
poet’s  choice  is  purely  stylistic.  (Note  the  alternations  between  perfect 
and  imperfect,  or  vice  versa,  in  vss  5,  12,  14,  15,  17.)  From  the  point  of  view 
of  the  poet,  it  can  be  argued  that  all  the  action  of  the  poem  (vss  4-17)  is  in 
the  past,  or  at  least  that  there  is  no  warrant  for  supposing  that  any  of  the 
verbs  are  necessarily  in  the  future  tense. 

There  is  also  a  correlation  between  vss  12-13  and  vs  9.  In  vs  9,  the  enemy 
boasted,  and  his  boasting  was  made  emphatic  by  the  repetition  of  the  first 
person  singular  forms  no  fewer  than  seven  times.  Now  in  vss  12-13,  we  have 
the  counter  to  man’s  boasting — namely,  God’s  action.  In  this  triad,  the 
second  person  singular  used  of  Yahweh  is  repeated  eight  times,  thus  con¬ 
firming  the  old  adage  that  man  proposes  but  God  disposes. 

Metrically,  the  structure  of  vss  12-13  is  4:4:4  (or  2:2  /  2:2  /  2:2).  The 
syllable  count  has  some  slight  uncertainties  but  is  fairly  regular:  12:  6  or  7 
(depending  on  whether  we  vocalize  the  shewa  after  n  in  ymynk ;  originally 
there  was  a  connecting  vowel  here,  but  it  ultimately  was  elided)  /  5  or  6 
(if  we  follow  MT  in  the  pronunciation  of  Ts,  then  the  count  is  6;  if  we  read 
it  as  a  monosyllable,  it  is  5).  The  minimum  total  for  the  verse  is  11.  The 
count  in  13  is  as  follows:  13a:  7  (in  this  case  we  cannot  avoid  reading  some 
vowel  after  d  in  bhsdk)  /  5;  13b:  7  (we  also  need  a  vowel  after  ez  in  b'zk)  /  6. 
The  vocable  count  is  as  follows:  12:  13  +  2  =  15  (or:  2  +  3  +  2  /  2  +4  + 
2  =  15)  for  the  first  colon,  and  13  +  3  =  16  (or:  3  +  2  +  3  +  3/  5  =  16) 
for  the  second.  Vs  13a:  15  +  1  =  16  (or:  2  +  3  +  2/  2+  3+  2  +  2  = 
16)  for  the  first  colon,  and  12  +  2  =  14  (or:  3  +  3  /  2  +  4  +  2  =  14)  for 
the  second.  Vs  13b:  16  +  1  =  17  (or:  3  +  3  +  2/  2  +  3  +  2  +  2  =  17) 
for  the  first  colon,  and  14  +  1  =  15  (or:  3  /  2  +  3  /  3  +  2  +  2  =  15)  for 
the  second.  On  this  method  of  reckoning,  the  triad  of  bicola  balances  out 
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satisfactorily,  with  the  total  for  13a  and  b  (30  +  32)  coming  out  exactly 
double  that  of  12  (31). 

With  regard  to  the  two  bicola  of  vs  13,  we  wish  to  point  to  an  interesting 
example  of  combination  or  enjambment.  To  begin  with,  we  have  closely 
parallel  first  cola:  nhyl  bhsdk  /  nhlt  b'zk,  though,  strictly  speaking,  hsd  and 
*2  complement  rather  than  duplicate  each  other.  A  form  of  hendiadys  is 
indicated  here:  “your  mighty  hesed ”  or  “your  merciful  strength.”  For  the 
rest,  we  have  two  separate  objects— one  direct,  the  other  indirect— which 
are  not  parallel  at  all  but  are  in  sequence.  They  are  meant  to  be  taken  to¬ 
gether  as  the  objects  of  the  verbs,  which  are  themselves  synonymous.  If 
we  were  to  write  the  verse  as  prose,  we  could  bring  out  the  intended  sense  as 
follows:  “You  led  /  guided  in  your  powerful  kindness  the  people  whom  you 
redeemed,  to  your  holy  habitation.”  Thus  we  have  in  vs  13  three  types  of 
material  distributed  between  the  cola:  synonyms,  nhyl  //  nhlt-,  complements 
or  combinations  which  belong  together  but  are  often  divided  between  cola 
in  poetry:  bhsdk — b'zk,  cf  b’lym — bqdi  in  vs  11;  supplements  or  sequences, 
'm-zw  g'lt  and  'l-nwh  qdSk.  Vs  14  concludes  Part  A  of  Strophe  II.  Part  B 
is  then  an  elaboration  of  this  verse;  in  a  similar  way,  Part  B  of  Strophe  I 
is  an  elaboration  of  vs  7  in  Part  A.  The  metrical  pattern  is  presumably 
3:3,  though  4  is  a  possibility  for  the  second  colon  (it  depends  on  how  the 
first  two  words,  kyl  'hz,  are  treated).  The  syllable  count  is  8/8  (counting 
plSt  as  2  syllables  rather  than  3  with  MT).  The  vocable  count  is  as  follows: 
14a:  20  +  3  =  23  (or:  2  +  2  +  3/  3  +  4/  3  +  2  +  4  =  23),  and  14b: 
20  +  4  =  24  (or:  4/2  +  3/  3  +  2  +  3/  2  +  5  =  24). 

STROPHE  II  B 

Verse  15-16ab 

While  structurally  parallel  to  vss  9-10  (Part  B  of  Strophe  I),  which  also 
consist  of  a  triad  and  couplet  in  that  order,  this  stanza  has  very  interesting 
affinities  with  Part  A  of  Strophe  I,  thus  reflecting  the  contrasting  movement 
toward  and  away  from  the  central  point  of  the  poem.  In  this  case,  in  a 
chiastic  arrangement,  vs  15  corresponds  to  the  triad  8abc,  while  16ab  cor¬ 
responds  to  vs  7,  thus  providing  a  closing  sequence  to  match  the  opening 
sequence  in  vss  7-8.  While  the  subject  matter  of  vs  15  corresponds  more 
closely  to  that  of  vs  9  (i.e.,  the  enemy  or  foreign  nations)  and  there  is  a 
striking  contrast  between  the  boastful  words  of  the  “enemy”  in  9  and  the 
horror-struck  silence  of  the  “foreigners”  in  vs  15  as  a  result  of  the  intervening 
action  of  Yahweh,  there  are  other  factors  which  link  15  and  8.  Thus  we 
have  three  synonymous  nouns,  the  subject  of  the  action  in  each  triad:  mym , 
nzlym,  thmi  in  8,  and  the  compounds  ylwpy  > dwm ,  *yly  mw'b ,  y§by  kncn  in 
15.  Then  there  are  two  Niphal  perfect  forms  of  the  verb  in  each  triad,  along 
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with  one  Qal  form.  There  are  partial  chiasms  in  both  triads:  kmw-nd  nzhjm  // 
Ihmt  blb-ym  in  8  and  nbhlw  3 Iwpy  *. dwm  //  3yly  mw'b  y'fizmw  .  .  .  nmgw  .  .  . 
y$by  kn*n  in  15.  Both  triads  express  Yahweh’s  complete  control  over  nature 
(8)  and  nations  (15),  which  serve  as  instruments  in  the  achievement  of  his 
purpose. 

Vs  16ab  is  structurally  parallel  to  vs  10,  and  there  is  a  certain  similarity 
of  content.  Both  describe  the  completion  of  Yahweh’s  work  with  respect 
to  the  “enemy”  (10)  and  the  “nations”  (16).  There  are  also  resemblances  to 
vs  7,  but  this  is  not  surprising  in  view  of  the  similarity  in  content  and  form 
of  7  and  10.  Thus  the  reference  to  'ymth  wphd  reminds  us  of  g*wn  and  hrn 
in  vs  7  as  well  as  the  mym  ’ dyrym  of  vs  10,  while  in  16b  bgdl  zrw'k  evokes 
brb  g'wnk  of  7  as  well  as  brwfyk  of  10;  ydmw  k*bn  is  reminiscent  of  y’klmw 
kqS  structurally  if  not  strictly  according  to  content,  and  sllw  k'prt  of  vs  10; 
cf  also  yrdw  .  .  .  k3bn  in  vs  5. 

Metrically  the  stanza  scans  as  a  triad  (vs  15)  4:4:4  (or  2:2  /  2:2  /  2:2)  and 
a  couplet  (16ab)  4:4  (or  2:2  /  2:2).  The  problem  of  15c  has  been  discussed; 
in  all  likelihood  we  should  read  kl  as  an  adverb  modifying  nmgw  rather  than 
as  a  pronoun  in  the  construct  chain  with  y$by  kn'n  (note  the  parallels  *  Iwpy 
* dwm  and  3yly  mw3b  with  two  words  each).  The  syllable  count  is  as  follows: 
4:5  /  4:5  vocalizing  r'd  as  monosyllabic  (rather  than  as  bisyllabic  as  in  MT)  / 
4:5  counting  kn'n  as  two  syllables  against  three  in  MT.  The  parallel  triad, 
vs  9,  does  not  offer  much  help  in  deciding  the  question,  since  its  bicola  range 
from  8  to  11.  Presumably  the  normal  figure  would  be  27  for  the  triad  and 
9  for  each  member.  The  vocable  count  follows:  15a:  10  +  2  =  12  (or:  4  /  3  + 
2  +  3  =  12)  for  the  first  colon,  and  12  +  3  =  15  (or:  3  +  3  +  3  /  2  + 
4  =  15)  for  the  second;  15b:  9  +  4  =  13  (or:  3  +  3  /  3  +  4  =  13)  for 
the  first  colon,  and  12  +  4  =  16  (or:  3  +  2  +  3  +  3  /  5  =  16)  for  the 
second  colon  (MT  would  be  13  +  4  =  17);  15c:  9  +  3  =  12  (or:  2  +  3  +  3  / 
4  =  12)  for  the  first  colon,  and  12  +  3  =  15  (or:  3  +  2+  3/  2  +  5  =  15) 
for  the  second  (MT  would  be  13  +  3  =  16). 

The  syllable  count  in  16ab  is  as  follows:  16ab:  5/6  (depending  upon  how 
we  read  phd ;  if  we  follow  MT  or  read  pahda ,  with  the  accusative  case  ending 
to  match  *ymth9  then  the  total  would  be  6;  if  we  reduce  pfyd  to  its  monosyl¬ 
labic  state,  the  figure  would  be  5);  16b:  6/5  (with  regard  to  the  first  colon, 
the  figure  can  be  as  low  as  5  or  as  high  as  7,  giving  an  adequate  mean  of 
6).  MT  bigdol  reflects  the  elision  of  a  syllable  in  the  phrase  which  more  origin¬ 
ally  read  bagadol;  on  the  other  hand  we  should  elide  the  haief  patafr  after 
c ayin  in  zrw'k.  Eliminating  both  vowels,  we  would  have  5  syllables;  counting 
both,  we  would  have  7.  In  the  second  colon,  we  vocalize  3bn  as  a  monosyl¬ 
lable  in  accordance  with  the  older  pronunciation.  We  parse  ydmw  as  Niphal 
imperfect  of  dmm  reading  yiddammu . 
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The  vocable  count  is  as  follows:  16a:  13  +  2  =  15  (or:  3  +  4/  2  +  3  + 
3  —  15)  for  the  first  colon,  and  13  +  2  =  15  (or:  3  +  3  +  2/  2  +  2  + 
3  =  15)  for  the  second;  16b:  14  +  2  =  16  (or:  2  +  2  +  4/  2  +  4  +  2  = 
16)  for  the  first  colon  (MT  would  be  17);  and  14  +  2  =  16  (or:  3  +  3  + 
3  /  2  +  5  =  16)  for  the  second  (MT  would  be  17). 

REFRAIN  (c) 

Vs  16cd  is  the  third  refrain  or  divider,  and  closes  off  the  main  part  of  the 
poem  with  an  explicit  reference  to  the  passage  of  Israel  into  the  Holy  Land, 
thus  recapitulating  the  second  strophe  (cf  vs  13  especially). 

The  meter  is  apparently  3:3.  The  syllable  count  is  as  follows:  16c:  8, 
since  we  do  not  read  the  fyatef  patak  in  y'br,  against  MT  16d:  8.  The  vocable 
count  is  as  follows:  16c:  21  +  2  =  23  (or:  3/3  +  4/  3  +  2  +  2/  3  +  3  = 
23;  MT  would  be  24);  and  16d:  20  +  3  =  23  (or:  3  /  3  +  4  /  3  /  3  /  2  + 
3  +  2  =  23;  MT  would  be  24).  These  totals  may  be  compared  with  those 
for  vss  14,  11,  8bc,  and  5. 

THE  CLOSING 

Vss  17-18  constitute  the  closing  section,  comparable  in  structure  with  vss 
3-5,  which  constitute  the  opening.  The  two  together  form  a  strophe  com¬ 
parable  to  the  regular  strophes  in  the  body  of  the  poem,  and  thus  enclose 
the  main  part  of  the  poem.  Each  consists  of  five  units.  For  the  opening, 
vs  3  is  the  initial  unit,  while  the  corresponding  unit  in  the  closing  is  the 
final  bicolon,  vs  18.  In  similar  fashion,  vs  4  constitutes  the  “long”  couplet 
following  the  initial  unit  (4:4  or  2:2  /  2:2);  and  vs  17bc  in  the  closing,  fol¬ 
lowing  in  reverse  order,  corresponds  to  this  unit  in  the  opening.  It  also  is 
4:4  (or  2:2  /  2:2).  That  leaves  vs  5  to  match  17a.  Since  5  is  somewhat  ir¬ 
regular,  it  should  not  surprise  us  to  find  17a  also  a  bit  abnormal.  The  latter 
appears  to  be  2:2  (though  unbalanced),  while  5  seems  to  be  2:3  (though  3:3 
or  3:4  is  also  possible).  The  syllable  count  for  17a  would  be  9/6  (counting 
nfrltk  as  4  syllables  in  place  of  MT  nahalalekd  which  has  5,  or  a  possible 
nafylalka  with  3.  Vs  5,  on  the  other  hand,  was  unbalanced  in  the  other  direc¬ 
tion,  and  is  now  counted  8/10.  It  is  possible  to  reduce  each  colon  by  one  and 
produce  7/9,  which  would  counterbalance  approximately  vs  17a  9/6.  The 
vocable  count  for  17a  is  as  follows:  19  +  5  =  24  (or  2  +  3+  3+  3/ 
2  +  3  +  2  +  3  +  3  =  24)  for  the  first  colon,  and  14  +  1  =  15  (or:  2  + 
3/3  +  3  +  2  +  2  =  15)  for  the  seond  colon.  At  the  same  time,  the 
minimum  count  for  vs  5  would  be  20  and  26,  showing  that  there  is  still  a 
considerable  discrepancy. 
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The  real  question  is  whether  we  are  entitled  to  divide  17a  after  wit'mw, 
thus  placing  the  two  verbs  in  the  first  colon  and  the  prepositional  phrase 
in  the  second.  There  is  no  other  division  like  it  elsewhere  in  the  poem  (9a 
hardly  qualifies),  and  normally  we  would  read  the  colon  as  follows: 

wtt'mw  bhr  nhltk  Indeed  you  have  planted  them  in  the  mountain 

you  possess 

This  would  provide  us  with  the  3-stress  colon  indicated  by  comparison  with 
5b,  while  the  syllable  count  of  approximately  11  corresponds  well  with  the 
10  or  11  of  5b.  That  leaves  the  first  colon  somewhat  short  with  only  tb'mw , 
and  we  must  suppose  then  that  something  has  fallen  out.  If  5a  is  to  serve 
as  a  guide,  then  only  one  word  (plus  preposition)  is  to  be  supplied  (e.g., 

* el  ’ eres  or  the  like).  However,  if  we  disregard  such  precise  indications,  we 
may  be  helped  by  having  recourse  to  Ps  78:  54,  where  the  same  verb  is  used 
in  a  closely  parallel  context: 

wyby’m  ’l-gbwl  qd$w  And  he  brought  them  into  his  holy  territory 

hr-zh  qnth  ymynw  The  mountain  which  his  right  arm  created. 

We  would  therefore  be  inclined  to  add  *el  gdbul  qodSeka  to  the  first  colon  of 
17a,  thus  balancing  the  bicolon  and  producing  a  3:3  meter  to  correspond  to 
the  strophic  structure  of  the  poem  as  a  whole,  and  the  opening  stanza  in 
particular.  The  syllable  count  would  be  10  for  the  first  colon,  and  11  for 
the  second.  The  vocable  count  would  be  23  +  4  =  27  (2  +  3  +  3  +  3  / 
3  /  2  +  4  /  3  +  2  +  2  =  27)  for  the  first  colon,  and  25  +  3  =  28  (2  +  3 
+  2  +  34-3/2  +  3/  3+  3  +  2  +  2  =  28)  for  the  second.  The  second 
colon  of  17a  corresponds  exactly  to  5b  (also  28),  while  the  first  is  somewhat 
longer  than  5a. 

However  we  deal  with  vs  17a,  there  can  be  no  question  that  the  “mount 
of  inheritance” — that  is,  Yahweh’s  own  portion — is  the  promised  land  of 
Canaan,  which  is  the  earthly  counterpart  of  the  heavenly  mountain  on  which 
Yahweh  dwells.  Whether  any  particular  mountain  or  range  is  meant  is 
dubious  though  doubtless  after  the  establishment  of  the  temple  in  Jerusa¬ 
lem,  Mount  Zion  was  understood  to  be  the  point  of  reference.  In  the  light 
of  17a,  the  meaning  of  17b  and  c  can  be  clarified:  the  “dais  of  your  throne” 
(17b)  and  “your  sanctuary”  (17c)  refer  to  the  same  “mount  of  inheritance,” 
and  specify  the  divine  palace  and  throne  which  Yahweh  himself  has  fash¬ 
ioned.  These  are,  in  the  first  place,  the  heavenly  prototypes  in  which  Yahweh 
dwells,  and,  second,  describe  the  sacred  territory  which  Yahweh  has  claimed 
for  himself.  The  language  is  mythopoeic  and  therefore  inexact,  but  it  cannot 
refer  to  any  existing  earthly  sanctuary,  since  all  these  have  been  made  by 
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human  hands  not  God's.  Both  tabernacle  and  temple  were  regarded  as 
human  achievements,  albeit  based  on  plans  provided  by  God  and  in  imitation 
of  the  heavenly  abode  of  the  Deity.  But  what  is  described  here  is  a  work  of 
God,  his  heavenly  palace-sanctuary.  His  corresponding  earthly  abode  is  the 
Holy  Land,  into  which  he  has  now  brought  his  people.  There,  as  in  heaven, 
he  shall  reign  eternally. 

The  metrical  pattern  of  17bc  is  4:4  (or:  2:2  /  2:2),  while  the  syllable  count 
is  for  17b:  6/5,  and  for  17c:  4  or  5  (the  reading  yhwh  has  strong  textual  sup¬ 
port,  and  is  most  likely  more  original  than  >dny)  /  6.  The  vocable  count  is 
as  follows:  17b:  14  +  1  =  15  (or  2  +  4  /  2  +  3  +  2  +  2  =  15)  for  the 
first  colon,  and  12  +  1  =  13  (or:  2  +  3  +  2  /  3  +  3  =  13)  for  the  second; 
17c:  13  +  2  =  15  (or:  3  +  4  /  2  +  3  +  3  =  15)  for  the  first  colon  (if  we 
read  yhwh  instead  of  >dny ,  then  the  count  is  reduced  to  13);  and  12  +  3  = 
15  (or:  3  +  2  +  3/  2  +  3  +  2  =  15)  for  the  second. 

Vs  18  closes  the  poem,  forming  an  inclusio  with  vs  3  as  already  mentioned. 
It  is  a  single  bicolon  of  4  beats  or  2:2  meter.  The  syllable  count  is  4/5,  and 
the  vocable  count  is  as  follows:  18a:  11  +  2  =  13  (or:  3  +  3  /  3  +  4  =  13) 
for  the  first  colon,  and  12  +  2  =  14  (or:  2  +  3  +  4  /  2  +  3  =  14)  for  the 
second. 

On  the  basis  of  the  transmitted  text,  we  believe  that  a  strong  case  can  be 
made  for  the  essential  unity  of  the  poem  in  Exodus  15.  A  repeated  pattern 
of  strophes  and  stanzas,  marked  off  by  refrains,  in  a  determinate  metrical 
structure  has  been  demonstrated  for  the  main  part  of  the  poem  vss  3-18. 
The  Exordium,  vs  2,  may  have  been  attached  in  order  to  provide  the  proper 
liturgical  framework  for  presentation  of  the  poem  in  public  worship  (by 
a  prophetic  or  royal  representative).  Concerning  vss  1  and  21,  we  suggest 
that  they  constituted  an  opening  and  closing  refrain  similar  to  the  other  di¬ 
viders  which  set  off  the  major  sections  of  the  poem.  Structurally  vss  1  and 
21  are  very  much  like  vs  6  (2:2  /  2:2;  syllable  count  10:9,  which  is  the  same 
as  vs  21);  and  they  share  the  practice  of  the  dividers  in  using  the  name 
Yahweh. 

The  main  body  of  the  poem  falls  into  two  parts  (vss  3-10,  and  vss  12-18). 
The  principal  theme  of  the  first  part  is  the  victory  of  Yahweh  over  the  Egyp¬ 
tians  at  the  Reed  Sea.  The  principal  theme  of  the  second  part  is  Israel’s 
march  through  the  wilderness  and  passage  into  the  promised  land  under 
the  guidance  of  the  same  Yahweh.  Thus  Yahweh  the  warrior,  who  annihi¬ 
lates  his  foes,  is  identified  with  Yahweh  the  redeemer,  who  saves  his  people 
and  establishes  them  in  their  new  homeland.  The  themes  are  linked  causally. 
It  is  the  victory  at  the  sea  which  permits  the  people  of  God  to  escape  from 
bondage;  and  it  is  through  his  devastating  display  of  power  that  Yahweh 
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overawes  the  other  nations  who  might  otherwise  block  the  passage  of  the 
Israelites.  Thus  the  one  mighty  action  produces  two  notable  results:  the 
destruction  of  the  enemy;  and  the  intimidation  of  the  other  nations,  who 
are  paralyzed  by  fear  and  cannot  obstruct  the  victorious  march  of  the 
Israelites  or  their  successful  entry  into  the  Holy  Land,  At  one  stroke 
therefore  the  Egyptians  “went  down  into  the  depths  like  a  stone”  and  the 
other  nations  “were  struck  dumb  like  a  stone”  Neither  could  interfere  with 
the  realization  of  the  divine  plan — to  release  the  slaves  and  establish  them 
in  a  new  land. 

The  refrains  carry  the  same  content  as  the  opening  and  closing.  The  first 
of  these  (vs  6)  emphasizes  the  mighty  hand  of  Yahweh  irl  dealing  death  to 
the  enemy,  while  the  third  (vs  16)  speaks  of  the  passage  of  Yahweh’s  people 
into  the  Holy  Land.  The  victory  at  the  sea  is  Yahweh’s  alone,  and  it  makes 
possible  the  passage  of  the  people.  The  second  refrain  stands  at  the  center 
of  the  poem,  and  is  an  elaborate  apostrophe  on  the  incomparability  of  Yah¬ 
weh.  It  serves  to  link  not  only  the  two  major  parts  of  the  poem  but  also  the 
thematic  statements  at  the  beginning  and  end:  vs  3,  Yahweh  the  warrior, 
and  vs  18,  Yahweh  the  king  who  will  reign  over  his  people. 

The  strophes  develop  in  detail  the  thematic  statements  concerning  the 
victory  at  the  sea  and  the  passage  of  the  people.  Thus  Strophe  I  deals  with 
specific  aspects  of  the  victory  over  the  Egyptians.  Part  I  (vss  7-8)  treats 
of  Yahweh’s  overwhelming  rage  and  the  violent  storm  with  which  he  stirs 
up  the  sea.  The  stage  is  set  for  the  appearance  of  the  antagonist.  Part  II 
(vss  9-10)  shows  the  enemy  in  all  his  boastful  folly  (vs  9).  He  is  already 
gloating  over  the  spoils,  gorging  himself  on  his  prey,  when  the  raging  sea 
breaks  over  his  head,  and  he  sinks  like  lead  in  the  dreadful  waters  (vs  10). 
Act  one  has  ended. 

The  second  strophe  presents  the  aftermath,  Israel’s  march  through  the 
wilderness  and  entry  into  the  promised  land.  The  theme  is  mentioned  in 
the  first  part  (vs  13),  to  be  repeated  and  expanded  in  the  closing  section 
of  the  poem.  This  part  closes  with  a  reference  to  the  effect  of  the  victory 
at  the  sea  on  the  other  nations:  When  they  heard,  they  trembled;  terror 
seized  them  (vs  14).  The  second  part  of  the  strophe  (vss  15-16)  develops 
this  interest  in  detail:  Overwhelmed  by  divine  fear  and  dread,  they  are  be¬ 
numbed,  and  watch  helplessly  as  the  people  cross  over  into  the  promised 
land,  Yahweh’s  own  possession. 

While  we  do  not  expect  a  poem,  especially  in  the  mythopoeic  tradition, 
to  record  historical  experience  soberly  and  in  sequence,  we  can  use  it,  with 
caution,  to  recover  a  historical  tradition.  Since  the  poem  comes  from  the 
twelfth  century  in  all  likelihood,  its  relative  proximity  to  the  events  which 
it  celebrates  makes  it  a  prime  witness,  if  not  to  the  events  themselves,  then 
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at  least  to  the  effect  produced  on  the  people  of  Israel  by  them.  In  this 
connection,  both  what  is  said  and  what  is  omitted  (in  contrast  with  the  prose 
traditions  concerning  the  victory  at  the  sea  and  the  entry  into  the  land) 
are  of  special  interest.  With  regard  to  the  episode  at  the  Reed  Sea,  the  poet 
focuses  on  the  storm  at  sea  and  the  drowning  of  the  Egyptian  chariot  force. 
By  contrast,  nothing  is  said  of  the  passage  of  Israel  on  dry  ground,  or  in 
fact  of  Israel  at  all  in  connection  with  the  event.  The  only  passage  of  which 
the  poet  is  conscious  or  that  he  mentions  is  the  crossing  into  Canaan  (vs 
16cd). 

With  regard  to  the  entry  into  the  promised  land,  the  poet  speaks  of  Yah- 
weh’s  guidance  and  protection  and  at  some  length  of  the  total  paralysis  of 
the  nations,  which  enabled  Israel  to  enter  without  opposition.  Nothing 
at  all  is  said  of  the  battles  with  those  peoples  or  of  the  victories  by  Moses 
and  Joshua  over  them  which  are  described  in  detail  in  the  prose  narratives. 

According  to  the  poet,  only  one  battle  counted,  and  one  victory,  at  the 
sea;  that  was  enough  to  permanently  disable  Egypt  and  at  the  same  time 
terrify  the  other  nations  into  complete  passivity.  The  victory  was  total — 
and  totally  Yahweh’s.  Israel  contributed  nothing  then  or  later,  except  to 
march  under  divine  guidance.  While  the  poet’s  view  is  essentially  the 
same  as  that  of  the  bulk  of  biblical  writers,  historians,  and  prophets,  it  is 
radically  stated,  and  suggests  a  certain  background  or  orientation  on  the 
part  of  the  poet,  to  which  the  views  of  Isaiah  or  Hosea  may  be  compared. 
But  perhaps  we  should  not  press  a  poet  too  far  in  any  particular  direction. 

One  fairly  certain  result  of  the  analysis  of  this  poem  is  the  establishment 
of  a  strophic  structure.  The  poem  has  been  organized  into  a  regular  pattern 
of  strophes  and  stanzas,  with  divisions  marked  by  refrains.  Opening,  and 
closing  stanzas  form  an  envelope  in  which  the  body  of  the  poem  is  encased. 
An  Exordium  or  Proem  introduces  the  whole.  We  have  also  suggested  a 
role  for  vss  1  and  21. 

Within  this  larger  framework,  an  attempt  has  been  made  to  describe  the 
internal  metrical  pattern  of  the  stanzas  and  strophes.  Following  the  com¬ 
monly  accepted  stress-  or  accent-counting  system,  we  arrive  at  the  follow¬ 
ing  scheme: 


Introduction  (vs  lb) : 

2:2  2:2 

Exordium  (vs  2): 

3:3  3:3 

Opening  (vss  3-5): 

3 

2:2 

4 

3:2  2:2 

5 

3:3 

Refrain  (A)  (vs  6): 

2:2  2:2 
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Strophe  I  (vss  7-10): 

A  (7-8) 

7 

8 

B  (9-10) 

9 

10 

Refrain  (B)  (vs  11): 
Strophe  II  (vss  12-I6ab): 
A  (12-14) 

12 

13 

14 

B  (15-16ab) 

15 

16ab 

Refrain  (G)  (vs  16cd): 
Closing  (vss  17-18): 

17 

18 

Conclusion  (vs  21b): 


2:2 

3:3 


2:2  2:2  2:2 

2:2  2:2 

2:2  2:2  2:2 


2:2 

2:2 

3:3 

2:2 

2:2 

2:2 

2:2 

2:2  2:2 
3:3 

2:2  (or  3:3) 
2:2  2:2 

2:2 

2:2  2:2 


According  to  this  scheme,  the  prevailing  metrical  pattern  is  a  bicolon 
2:2  (or  simply  a  colon  of  4).  It  occurs  separately  as  a  unit,  as  well  as  in  cou¬ 
plets  and  triads:  Units:  vss  3,  8a,  12,  17a,  18;  Couplets:  lb,  4,  6,  7,  10,  13, 
16ab,  17bc;  Triads:  9,  11,  15.  A  variant  pattern  is  3:3,  which  occurs  in  vss  5, 
8bc,  14,  16cd.  We  have  the  apparently  anomalous  3:2  in  4a,  and  a  possible 
2:3  in  5,  as  well  as  a  peculiar  situation  in  17a,  but  each  of  these  is  susceptible 
of  explanation  (see  Notes). 

The  Strophes  consist  of  two  stanzas  each,  while  the  stanzas  are  made 
up  of  several  units.  IA  (7-8)  consists  of  two  couplets  with  a  transition  link 
between  them:  the  first  couplet  has  bicola  of  2:2,  and  the  link  is  a  bicolon 
with  the  same  pattern.  The  closing  bicolon  is  3:3.  The  parallel  stanza, 
Strophe  IIA  (12-14),  has  the  same  units  in  different  order:  an  opening 
bicolon  2:2,  followed  by  a  couple  of  bicola  2:2,  and  a  closing  bicolon  3:3. 
The  B  stanzas,  on  the  other  hand,  have  a  slightly  different  structure.  They 
consist  of  a  triad  2:2  /  2:2  /  2:2  followed  by  a  couplet  2:2  /  2:2. 

The  refrains  show  some  variation:  vss  1  and  21,  as  well  as  vs  6,  are  cou¬ 
plets:  2:2  /  2:2;  vs  16cd  is  a  bicolon  3:3;  vs  11  is  a  triad  2:2  /  2:2  /  2:2. 
Each  of  these  types  is  attested  in  the  Strophes. 

The  opening  and  closing  stanzas  have  a  structure  similar  to  that  of  the 
Strophe  stanzas:  the  opening  (vss  3-5)  begins  with  a  bicolon,  followed  by 
two  couplets,  the  first  2:2  /  2:2,  the  second  3:3  (similar  to  IIA).  The  closing 
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(vss  17-18)  begins  with  a  bicolon  2:2,  continues  with  a  couplet  2:2  /  2:2, 
and  ends  with  another  bicolon  2:2.  As  it  stands,  it  is  somewhat  anomalous, 
since  it  does  not  conform  to  any  of  the  patterns  so  far  noted.  The  difficulties 
in  the  analysis  of  17a  have  been  discussed,  and  we  have  proposed  an  emen¬ 
dation  which  results  in  a  3:3  pattern. 

The  Exordium  (vs  2)  consists  of  a  quatrain  3:3  /  3:3,  but  its  structure  is 
by  no  means  symmetrical.  This  pattern  is  otherwise  unattested  in  the  poem. 

On  the  face  of  it,  the  patterns  exhibited  in  this  schematic  presentation 
are  sufficiently  regular  to  show  that  some  metrical  structure  is  inherent  in 
the  poem.  Its  precise  nature  remains  elusive,  however,  because  the  analysis 
is  rather  flexible,  not  to  say  loose.  The  categories  tend  to  be  broad  and 
indefinite,  and  the  terms  rather  vague,  referring  to  a  number  of  diverse 
items.  In  other  words,  such  a  scheme  conceals  more  than  it  reveals,  and 
the  image  of  symmetry  and  regularity  it  presents  may  be  inexact,  indicating 
more  consistency  than  is  actually  present.  At  the  same  time,  it  may  fail 
to  indicate  more  intricate  patterns  that  may  be  present. 

In  the  search  for  a  more  precise  method  of  reflecting  the  actual  meter  of 
Hebrew  poems,  we  have  turned  to  syllable  counting  and  even  vocable 
counting  (in  order  to  make  allowance  for  open  and  closed  syllables,  as  well 
as  the  length  of  vowels).  Not  that  we  imagine  that  the  Hebrew  poets  used 
such  a  method  or  were  even  aware  of  numerical  ratios  and  equivalences 
in  their  poetic  composition,  but  we  are  convinced  that  a  strong  sense  of 
rhythm  permeated  poetry  that  was  composed  to  be  sung,  and  that  men  and 
women  marched  and  danced  to  these  songs.  In  fact,  Ex  15  is  a  victory 
march,  as  both  the  contents  and  the  prevailing  2:2  or  4:4  meter  indicate. 
In  marching  rhythms  especially,  unaccented  syllables  must  be  reckoned 
with  as  well  as  accented  ones.  It  is  in  an  effort  to  deal  with  more  of  the 
phenomena  and  more  accurately  reflect  the  actual  state  of  affairs  that  we 
have  employed  these  methods  alongside  the  more  familiar  stress  system. 
It  may  be  that  such  effort  is  wasted  because  of  our  lack  of  controls  (of 
vocalization  of  the  words  and  ignorance  of  ancient  Israelite  musical  patterns) 
or  because  the  poetry  is  simply  not  amenable  to  such  detailed  analysis. 
But  it  is  worthwhile  to  set  the  evidence  down  and  then  to  draw  conclusions, 
if  any.  On  the  whole,  the  two  proposed  systems  agree  with  each  other  very 
well  and  generally  with  the  stress  system,  only  adding  detail  and  occasion¬ 
ally  clarifying  a  hazy  or  erroneous  impression  of  the  actual  meter  before  us. 

Turning  to  the  material  at  hand,  we  find  the  following  in  Strophe  IA: 

AS  V 

7a  2:2  6:6  16:16 

b  2:2  6:6  16:16 
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8a 

2:2 

6:4 

16:12 

b 

3 

9 

26 

c 

3 

9 

25 

The  corresponding  stanza  in 

Strophe 

IIA: 

A 

S 

V 

12 

2:2 

6:5 

15:16 

13a 

2:2 

7:5 

16:14 

b 

2:2 

7:6 

17:15 

14a 

3 

8 

23 

b 

3 

8 

24 

While  the  accent  scheme  shows  no  variations  between  the  stanzas,  both 
the  syllable  and  vocable  count  do,  and  thus  reflect  the  attested  differences 
in  the  structure  of  the  stanzas  as  well  as  their  resemblances.  The  initial 
couplet  of  IA  (vs  7)  is  shown  to  be  absolutely  symmetrical  in  both  S  and 
V.  At  the  same  time,  8a  is  shown  to  vary  distinctly  from  the  pattern  of 
7  although  also  designated  2:2.  It  is  clearly  shorter,  and  in  fact  close  to 
8bc  with  which  it  belongs,  though  the  latter  are  3:3.  The  balance  between 
8b  and  c  is  strongly  attested  in  S  and  V. 

In  IIA,  the  initial  bicolon  (vs  12),  which  differs  in  content  from  the  couplet 
in  vs  13,  is  nevertheless  structurally  very  similar.  Both  S  and  V  bear  this 
out,  so  that  we  have  a  triad  in  pattern  if  not  in  content.  The  symmetry  of 
the  concluding  couplet  (3:3)  is  borne  out  in  S  and  V.  Taking  the  stanzas 
as  a  whole,  we  have:  for  IA:  12:12  /  10  /  9:9;  a  total  of  52  syllables;  for 
IIA:11  /  12:13  /  8:8,  also  a  total  of  52  syllables,  thus  demonstrating  that 
the  stanzas  are  of  equal  length.  The  V  count  shows:  IA,  32:32  /  28  /  26:25, 
for  a  total  of  143;  IIA,  31  /  30:32  /  23:24,  for  a  total  of  140.  The  discrepancy 
is  well  within  the  margin  we  must  allow  for  possible  variations  in  vowel 
length  and  pronunciation  at  the  option  of  the  poet,  to  say  nothing  of  our 
limited  knowledge  of  the  state  of  the  language  at  the  time  of  composition. 

The  second  stanzas  of  Strophes  I  and  II  may  be  described  as  follows: 


Strophe  IB 

A 

S 

V 

9a 

2:2 

4:4 

12:14 

b 

2:2 

5:6 

15:17 

c 

2:2 

4:6 

12:17 

10a 

2:2 

6:4 

15:13 

b 

2:2 

6:5 

16:16 

Strophe  IIB 
15a 

2:2 

4:5 

12:15 

b 

2:2 

4:5 

13:16 

c 

2:2 

4:5 

12:15 

16a 

2:2 

5:6 

15:15 

b 

2:2 

6:5 

16:16 
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While  the  A  system  shows  an  unbroken  line  of  2:2  bicolon,  both  S  and  V 
point  to  a  break  between  the  triad  (vss  9  and  15)  and  the  following  couplet 
(vss  10  and  16ab).  The  former  are  shorter,  averaging  9  syllables;  the  latter 
are  longer,  averaging  11  syllables.  The  pattern  for  the  stanzas  as  a  whole 
is:  IB:  8:  11:10  /  10:11,  for  a  total  of  50;  IIB:  9:9:9  /  11:11  =  49.  The 
vocable  count  shows  for  IB:  26:32:29  /  28:32  =  147;  for  IIB:  27:29:27  / 
30:32  =  145.  Taking  the  Strophes  as  a  whole,  we  have  for  I  :  S  =  102, 
V  =  290;  for  II:  S  =  101,  V  =  285. 

Turning  to  the  opening  and  closing  stanzas,  we  find: 


Opening 

A 

S 

V 

Vs  3 

2:2 

6:4 

18:11 

4a 

3:2 

8:4 

23:11 

b 

2:2 

6:6 

17:17 

5a 

3(?) 

8 

22 

b 

3 

10 

28 

52 

147 

Closing 

Vs  17a 

2:2 

9:6 

24:16 

b 

2:2 

6:5 

15:13 

c 

2:2 

5:6 

15:15 

18 

2:2 

4:5 

13:14 

46” 

125 

The  peculiarities  and  difficulties  of  both  the  opening  and  closing  have 
already  been  discussed.  With  regard  to  the  opening,  the  irregularities  in 
the  metrical  count  under  A  are  resolved  in  S  and  V.  As  a  whole,  the  opening 
conforms  to  the  pattern  of  IA  and  IIA.  The  syllable  count  is  10  /  12:12  / 
8:10  =  52;  the  vocable  count  is  29  /  34:34  /  22:28  =  147. 

For  the  closing,  if  we  accept  17a  (2:2)  as  a  legitimate  variant  of  the  ex¬ 
pected  3:3,  we  have  the  following  totals:  S:  15/11:11  /  9  =  46;  V:  40  / 
28:30  /  27  =  125.  If,  however,  we  restore  17a,  as  suggested  above,  the 
totals  become: 

A  S  V 

Vs  17a1  (3)  (10)  (28) 

17a2  3  11  28 

The  revised  count  would  be:  S:  10:11  /  11:11:  9  =  52;  V:  28:28  /  28:30  / 
27  =  141. 

The  totals  for  the  group  would  be: 

S  V 

Opening  52  147 

Closing  46  (52)  125  (141) 

Total  98  (104)  272  (288) 
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The  Refrains  present  the  following  pattern: 


A 

S 

V 

(lb) 

2:2 

6:5 

16:13 

2:2 

5:4 

14:11 

A  (6a) 

2:2 

5:5 

14:15 

(6b) 

2:2 

5:4 

14:13 

B  (11a) 

2:2 

4:5 

11:15 

(lib) 

2:2 

4:4 

11:14 

(He) 

2:2 

5:4 

15:10 

C  (16c) 

3 

8 

23 

(16d) 

3 

8 

23 

(21b) 

2:2 

5:5 

14:13 

2:2 

5:4 

14:11 

Taking  the  Refrains  together  as  a  structural  unit,  we  have  the  following 

totals: 

S 

V 

Vs  lb 

11:9  =  20 

29:25  =  54 

6 

10:9  =  19 

29:27  =  56 

11 

9:8:9  =  26 

26:25:25  =  76 

16cd 

8:8  =  16 

23:23  =  46 

21b 

10:9  =  19 

27:25  =  52 

Total 

fob 

284 

It  is  interesting  to  note  that  the  total  is  equivalent  to  that  of  the  other 

strophes: 

S 

V 

I 

102 

290 

II 

101 

285 

Opening  and  closing  98  (104) 

272  (288) 

Refrains 

100 

284 

The  Exordium  (vs  2)  presents  the  following  pattern: 

A 

s 

V 

Vs  2a 

2 

7 

20 

2b 

2 

7 

19 

2c 

3 

7 

20 

2d 

3 

11 

28 

Total 

32 

87 

We  may  combine  vss  1  and  2,  as  was  done  at  some  point  in  the  history  of 

the  poem,  to  form  a  preliminary  stanza:  the  various  counts  would  be:  S:32  + 
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20  =  52;  V:87  +  54  =  141.  S  is  thus  approximately  the  same  as  S  for 
the  opening,  Strophes  IA,  1 1  A,  and  our  reconstructed  closing  stanza.  The 
similarity  is  superficial,  however,  and  the  pattern  of  vss  1-2  remains  un¬ 
certain.  Possibly  we  should  construe  it  as  a  couplet  2:2  /  2:2  followed  by 
a  transitional  line  2:2,  which  leads  into  the  closing  bicolon,  3:3.  The  pattern 
would  resemble  that  of  Strophe  IA,  in  which  we  have  an  opening  couplet 
2:2  /  2:2  followed  by  a  transitional  line,  2:2,  which  connects  with  a  closing 
couplet,  3:3.  The  unbalanced  final  line  of  vs  2  (S,  7:11)  can  be  compared 
with  vs  5  (S,  8:10),  also  read  as  3:3. 

As  a  check  on  our  statistical  analysis,  and  to  test  the  view  that  almost 
any  syllable  counting  system  will  produce  the  same  comparative  results 
providing  that  it  is  applied  consistently,  we  can  substitute  the  figures  derived 
from  rigorous  adherence  to  MT,  both  text  and  vocalization.  The  results 
show  no  significant  change  from  the  patterns  already  observed. 


Introductory 

S 

V 

Refrain  (lb) 

6:5 

17:15 

5:4 

14:13 

Exordium  (2) 

6:7 

19:19 

7:11 

20:29 

Total 

51 

146 

Opening  (3-5) 

3 

6:4 

19:11 

4a 

8:4 

23:13 

b 

6:6 

18:17 

5a 

7 

20 

b 

10 

29 

Total 

51 

150 

Refrain  (A)  (6) 

6:5 

16:16 

6:4 

16:13 

Total 

21 

61 

Strophe  IA 

Vs  7a 

6:6 

17:17 

b 

6:6 

17:17 

8a 

6:5 

17:13 

b 

9 

26 

c 

9 

26 

Total 

53 

150 

Strophe  IB 

9a 

4:4 

13:14 

b 

5:6 

16:18 

c 

4:6 

13:18 

10a 

7:4 

19:13 

b 

7:6 

18:17 

Total 

53 

159 
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Refrain  (B) 


11a 

4:5 

12:16 

b 

4:5 

12:16 

c 

5:4 

15:11 

Total 

27 

82 

Strophe  IIA 

12 

6:6 

18:18 

13a 

7:5 

19:16 

b 

7:6 

19:16 

14a 

8 

25 

b 

9 

26 

Total 

54 

157 

Strophe  I  IB 

15a 

4:5 

12:15 

b 

4:6 

13:17 

c 

4:6 

13:16 

16a 

5:6 

15:17 

b 

6:6 

17:17 

Total 

52 

152 

Refrain  (C) 

16c 

4:5 

11:14 

d 

4:5 

11:15 

Total 

18 

51 

Closing 

17a 

9:7  (10) 

25:17  (28) 

(12) 

(31) 

b 

6:5 

17:15 

c 

5:6 

16:17 

18 

4:5 

13:15 

Total 

47  (53) 

135  (152) 

Concluding  Refrain 

21b 

5:5 

14:15 

5:4 

14:13 

Total 

19 

56 

Summary  and  Comparison 

S 

V 

MT 

Prop. 

MT  Prop. 

Exordium  (1-2) 

51 

52 

146  140 

Opening  and  Closing 

98  (104) 

98  (104) 

285  (302)  272  (288) 

Strophe  I 

106 

102 

309  290 

Strophe  II 

106 

101 

309  285 

Refrains 

105 

100 

309  284 

It  is  apparent  that  the  variations  introduced  into  MT  with  respect  to  pro¬ 

nunciation  aad  vocalization  tend  to  cancel  each  other  out,  and  that  the  ratios 

and  proportions  tend  to 

remain  constant.  Thus  all  the  stanzas  fall  within 
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the  range  of  51-54  syllables  in  MT,  which  is  precisely  the  theoretical  range 
postulated  by  the  possible  sequences  of  long  and  short  lines:  that  is,  3  short 
lines  with  27  syllables,  and  2  long  ones  with  24  syllables,  making  a  total  of 
51;  or  3  long  lines  with  36  syllables,  and  2  short  ones  with  18,  making  a 
total  of  54.  The  Strophes  total  S  =  106,  and  V  =  309,  while  the  sum  of 
the  opening  and  closing  stanzas  is  S  =  104  and  V  =  302  (as  reconstructed; 
as  the  text  stands,  the  totals  are  S  =  98  and  V  =  285).  The  Exordium  also 
comes  within  the  limits  indicated  at  S  =  51  and  V  =  146. 

To  summarize,  we  suggest  that  the  poem  exhibits  two  basic  line  lengths: 
one  of  approximately  12  syllables  (sometimes  11,  rarely  13)  normally  con¬ 
strued  as  2:2;  the  other  usually  of  8  or  9  syllables  (occasionally  10)  and 
construed  as  2:2  or  3.  These  are  the  basic  building  blocks  used  by  the  poet 
and  ingeniously  arranged  in  pairs  or  triads  to  produce  a  dramatic  work  of 
art.  Designating  the  lines  S  and  L,  we  can  diagram  the  poet’s  structural 
pattern  for  the  poem  as  follows: 


Opening  Refrain  (lb) 

S  :  S 

Exordium  (2) 

S  :  S 

S  :  L 

Opening  (3-5) 

S 

L  :  L 

S  :  S 

Refrain  (A)  (6) 

S  :  S 

Strophe  IA  (7-8) 

L  :  L 

S 

S  :  S 

IB  (9-10) 

S  :  S  :  S 

L  :  L 

Refrain  (B)  (11) 

S  :  S  :  S 

Strophe  IIA  (12-14) 

L 

L  :  L 

S  :  S 

I  IB  (15-16b) 

S  :  S  :  S 
L  :  L 

Refrain  (C)  (16cd) 

S  :  S 

Closing  (17-18) 

(S  :  S)  ? 
L  :  L 

S 

Closing  refrain  (21b) 

S  :  S 

In  our  opinion,  all  three  systems  of  analysis  (A  =  accent;  S  =  syllable 
counting;  V  =  vocables)  contribute  to  an  appreciation  of  the  metrical 
patterns;  of  the  three,  S  seems  to  be  the  most  useful  and  flexible. 

A  few  words  about  the  date  of  the  poem  may  be  in  order.  The  standpoint 
of  the  author  is  some  time  after  the  settlement  in  the  Holy  Land,  when  it 
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would  be  possible  to  speak  of  a  general  occupation  of  the  country.  Hence 
the  earliest  date  of  composition  would  be  the  twelfth  century  b.c.  Very 
likely  the  period  of  the  United  Monarchy  would  provide  us  with  an  adequate 
terminus  ad  quem.  Certain  details  may  help  us  to  fix  the  date  more  exactly. 
The  omission  of  the  Ammonites  from  the  list  of  nations  in  vss  14-15  (if  it 
is  not  a  happenstance  owing  to  the  exigencies  of  stanza  construction)  re¬ 
flects  an  accurate  knowledge  of  the  political  situation  in  the  thirteenth  and 
twelfth  centuries,  when  only  Moabites  and  Edomites  were  in  that  region. 
Later  traditions,  as  reflected  in  the  Deuteronomic  writings,  were  confused 
on  this  point.  Such  a  datum  would  tend  to  support  an  earlier  date  for  the 
poem,  or  at  least  indicate  that  the  author  had  access  to  reliable,  presumably 
early  historical  traditions.  On  the  other  hand,  the  inclusion  of  Philistia  in 
the  list  points  in  another  direction.  If  the  word  is  part  of  the  original  com¬ 
position,  then  it  reflects  the  hegemony  established  by  the  Philistines  in  the 
Holy  Land  beginning  in  the  twelfth  century.  The  author  imagines  that 
the  Philistines  were  already  settled  in  the  land  and,  in  fact,  in  control  of 
much  of  it  at  the  time  of  the  wilderness  wandering.  He  has  apparently 
telescoped  events  and  reversed  the  sequence  of  Israelite  and  Philistine  entry 
into  the  land  of  Canaan.  We  must  place  the  poem  subsequent  to  the  Phili¬ 
stine  invasion  and  conquest.  All  the  data  suggest  that  the  poem  in  its  orig¬ 
inal  form  was  composed  in  the  twelfth  century.  Its  nearest  companion 
in  form  and  style  is  the  Song  of  Deborah,  universally  recognized  to  be  a 
product  of  the  same  period. 

We  may  add  that  the  evidence  of  vocabulary,  grammar,  usage,  poetic 
structures,  and  poetic  devices  is  all  inconclusive.  There  are  numerous 
archaic  features,  correctly  used,  in  the  poem;  they  are  certainly  not  incon¬ 
sistent  with  an  early  date,  but  they  do  not  prove  it.  The  knowledge  of 
many  archaic  elements  of  the  language  persisted  in  Israel,  and  some  of  them 
show  up  even  in  comparatively  late  materials.  Until  more  refined  methods 
are  developed,  and  more  exact  information  concerning  poetry  writing  in 
Israel  is  acquired,  we  must  rely  on  impressions  and  the  few  historical  refer¬ 
ences  and  details  which  appear. 


Notes 

1  This  paper  is  intended  a  a  supplement  to  and  revision  of  the  joint  article,  “The  Song 
of  Miriam,”  JNES  14  (1955),  237-50,  by  Frank  M.  Cross,  Jr.,  and  me.  Among  recent 
articles  on  the  subject,  the  following  may  be  noted:  B.  S.  Childs,  “A  Traditio-Historical 
Study  of  the  Reed  Sea  Tradition,”  VT  20  (1970),  406-18;  G.  W.  Coats,  “The  Traditio- 
Historical  Character  of  the  Reed  Sea  Motif,”  VT  17  (1967),  253-65;  and  “The  Song  of 
the  Sea,”  CBQ  (1969),  1-17;  Cross,  “The  Song  of  the  Sea  and  Canaanite  Myth,”  JTC 
5  (1968),  1-25;  N.  Lohfink,  “Das  Siegeslied  am  Schilfmeer,”  Das  Siegeslied  am  Schil/ - 
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meer  (1965),  pp.  103-28;  J.  Muilenburg,  “A  Liturgy  on  the  Triumphs  of  Yahweh,”  Studia 
Biblica  et  Semitica  (1966),  pp.  233-51;  D.  A.  Robertson,  Linguistic  Evidence  in  Dating 
Early  Hebrew  Poetry  (University  Microfilms,  1970;  Yale  University  dissertation,  1966); 
P.  C.  Craigie,  “An  Egyptian  Expression  in  the  Song  of  the  Sea  (Exodus  XV  4),”  VT  20 
(1970),  83-86;  “Psalm  XXIX  in  the  Hebrew  Poetic  Tradition,”  VT  22  (1972),  143-51. 

2  Studia  Biblica  et  Semitica ,  pp.  237  ff. 

3  M.  Dahood,  Psalms  //,  AB  (1968),  pp.  335,  337. 

4  While  the  verb  trrs  may  be  interpreted  as  either  a  3  f.s.  or  2  m.s.  form,  I  think  it 
preferable  to  take  Yahweh  as  the  subject;  ymynk  would  then  be  a  dative  of  means. 

5  D.  N.  Freedman,  “Archaic  Forms  in  Early  Hebrew  Poetry,”  ZAW  62  (1960),  101- 
7.  See  also  my  “Prolegomenon”  in  G.  B.  Gray,  The  Forms  of  Hebrew  Poetry  (1972),  pp.  vii- 
Ivi. 

6  Cross  and  Freedman,  “A  Royal  Song  of  Thanksgiving— II  Sam  22  =  Psalm  18,” 
JBL  72  (1953),  26  and  fn.  41  for  discussion  of  the  paiallel  texts,  II  Sam  22:  16  =  Ps 
18:  16. 

7  See  the  discussion  of  these  and  similar  forms  in  Cross  and  Freedman,  Early  Hebrew 
Orthography  (1952),  pp.  65-68. 

8  The  problem  is  discussed  in  some  detail  and  a  solution  proposed  at  a  later  point  in 
this  paper. 

9  E.  M.  Good,  “Exodus  XV  2,”  VT  20  (1970),  358-59. 

10  Dahood,  Psalms  III ,  AB  (1970),  pp.  411-12;  examples  occur  in  Pss  28:  8,  68:  20, 
and  88:  2. 

11  Cross  and  Freedman,  Studies  in  Ancient  Yahwistic  Poetry  (1950),  pp.  45,  48  fn. 
a,  for  the  suggested  emendation.  Since  then  it  has  been  proposed  independently  by 
S.  Gevirtz,  Patterns  in  the  Early  Poetry  of  Israel  (1963),  pp.  83-84.  A  similar  emendation 
has  also  been  adopted  by  W.  Holladay,  “Form  and  Word-Play  in  David's  Lament  over 
Saul  and  Jonathan”  VT  20  (1970),  157-59. 

12  Dahood,  Psalms  //,  p.  205. 

13  W.  F.  Albright,  “The  Phoenician  Inscriptions  of  the  Tenth  Century  b.c.  from  Byblus,” 
JAOS  67  (1947),  156-57. 
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The  English  Bible 


The  custom  that  colleagues  and  former  students  of  a  teacher 
greatly  beloved  and  highly  esteemed  should  organize  the  production  of  a 
Festschrift  to  honor  his  name  and  to  signalize  his  contribution  to  their 
discipline  and  profession  is  one  of  the  happiest  traditions  that  attach  to 
scholarship.  In  the  age  of  the  anti-hero,  when  the  leading  literary  figures 
of  the  day  draw  men  small  and  mean,  and  when  the  role  of  the  humanities, 
from  the  theater  of  the  absurd  to  the  distortions  of  the  visual  arts,  is  ap¬ 
parently  to  denigrate  man  and  all  his  achievements,  it  is  good  to  find  the 
custom  still  healthily  maintained  among  scholars  of  acknowledging  the 
stature  and  contribution  of  one  of  their  fellows  and  of  proclaiming  bv  a 
collection  of  essays  on  the  subjects  of  their  discipline  their  admiration  and 
affection  for  him.  Those  of  us  who  have  known  Jacob  M.  Myers  chiefly  by 
his  writings  recognize  our  indebtedness  to  him,  and  I  as  one  of  those  am 
appreciative  of  the  opportunity  to  join  with  his  nearer  colleagues  and  friends 
to  salute  a  scholar  for  whom  affection  on  his  home  campus  is  worthily 
matched  by  the  high  regard  which  his  contributions  to  Old  Testament 
studies  have  won  for  him  throughout  the  wider  ecumene  of  the  biblical  dis¬ 
ciplines. 

Since  Professor  Myers  has  recently  made  a  notable  contribution1  to  a 
series  which  required  of  him  that  he  become  in  no  small  way  a  biblical 
translator,  I  offer  some  comments  on  the  present  position  with  regard  to 
the  Bible  in  English  translation.  Some  of  the  paragraphs  are  taken,  with 
the  permission  of  the  editor,  more  or  less  directly  from  an  article  on  the 
same  general  subject  but  in  a  rather  more  popular  style  which  recently 
appeared  in  the  Queen’s  Quarterly* 
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It  is  a  remarkable  fact  that  the  beginnings  of  the  English  Bible  mark 
the  beginnings  of  the  English  language  itself,  and  that  in  all  the  develop¬ 
ments,  from  the  heterogeneous  dialects  of  the  Nordic  invaders  of  Britain 
to  the  homogeneous  world  language  of  today,  the  English  Bible  has  very 
fairly  kept  pace,  and  indeed  has  often  led  the  way. 

Beowulf  is  a  truly  splendid  epic  but,  like  the  other  few  heroic  poems  of 
its  kind,  it  belongs  to  the  old  pagan  world  of  the  time  before  either  the 
Nordic  peoples  or  their  dialects  had  been  fused  into  the  new  dynamic  unity. 
Because  of  its  typically  oral  character  and  the  sparseness  of  the  written  re¬ 
mains,  we  are  left  largely  to  guess  at  the  range  and  versatility  of  the  literary 
tradition  from  which  the  poems  come.  They  are  the  last  few  evidences  of  a 
culture  which  has  passed  away.  But  the  nine  precious  lines  of  Caedmon’s 
Creation  Hymn,  even  if  we  now  possess  them  only  in  the  Latin  translation, 
and  the  tradition  of  Bede’s  Gospel  of  John  in  the  Northumbrian  dialect, 
point  to  the  new  literary  tradition  which  was  to  grow  and  increase  into  the 
immensely  rich  repository  of  the  English  language  in  many  centuries  and 
in  many  lands.  The  achievements  of  Shakespeare,  Scott,  and  Yeats  have 
been  enhanced  by  Longfellow  and  Eugene  O’Neill,  and  are  now  being  further 
enriched  by  West  African  songwriters,  Maori  poets,  and  Eskimo  novelists — 
all  in  the  one  common  speech.  The  Bible  in  English,  which  was  there  at 
the  beginning  of  it  all,  has  not  only  played  a  major  role  both  in  the  diffusion 
and  in  the  development  of  the  language  but  is  even  today  making  new  and 
vigorous  contributions  to  its  strength  and  well-being  in  all  parts  of  the  world. 
The  King  James  Version  in  the  past  and  the  Bible  in  Basic  English  in  the 
present  have  been  major  influences  to  ensure  that  the  local  versions  of 
pidgin  English  should  remain  simply  what  they  are,  and  that  Standard 
English  should  maintain  itself  fairly  well  as  one  and  the  same  the  world 
over.  “Poetry,”  said  John  Wesley,  “is  the  handmaid  of  Piety.”  For  the 
English  language,  the  Bible  has  repaid  that  service  many  times  over. 

The  tradition  that  began  with  Caedmon  and  Bede  and  went  on  to  Alfred 
the  Great  and  his  laws  can  be  documented  from  at  least  the  end  of  the  ninth 
century.  The  translation  known  as  the  Vespasian  Psalter,  dating  from  about 
that  time,  gives  us  an  example  of  the  Kentish  dialect;  North  Merciah  is 
evidenced  by  the  almost  contemporary  gloss  to  the  Harewood  Gospels. 
Northumbrian  is  supplied  by  another  gloss,  that  to  the  Lindisfarne  Gospels; 
West  Saxon  is  well  represented  by  the  half-dozen  or  more  Gospel  manuscripts 
dating  from  the  early  tenth  century  through  to  the  end  of  the  twelfth. 
Indeed,  the  considerable  West  Saxon  works  of  Abbot  Aelfric  (c.  955-1020), 
both  in  the  instance  of  his  biblical  translations  and  in  his  freer  compositions 
such  as  the  Homilies,  illustrate  the  growing  maturity  of  a  language  which 
had  become  richly  expressive.  Since  during  the  twelfth  and  thirteenth  cen- 
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turies  English  was  in  a  period  of  eclipse  as  a  result  of  the  Norman  invasion, 
there  is  naturally  little  direct  evidence  of  fresh  translations,  but  at  least 
some  copying  of  Anglo-Saxon  manuscripts  continued.  Margaret  Deanesly,3 
who  is  concerned  to  stress  the  lack  of  a  complete  English  Bible  before  the 
time  of  Wycliffe,  nevertheless  mentions  the  Psalterium  Triplex  of  Eadwine, 
which  was  compiled  about  1120  and  included  an  Anglo-Saxon  as  well  as 
Norman-French  and  Latin  versions.  She  also  mentions  that  while  the  ear¬ 
liest  manuscripts  of  the  verse  paraphrases  of  Genesis,  Exodus,  and  Daniel, 
popularly  attributed  to  Caedmon  but  more  probably  the  product  of  a  folk 
tradition,  are  to  be  assigned  to  the  tenth  century,  the  latest  are  to  be  assigned 
to  the  middle  of  the  thirteenth.4  The  resurgence  of  English  as  a  consequence 
of  the  Hundred  Years’  War  is  first  testified  by  the  writings  of  Richard 
Rolle  (1300-1349),  whose  Middle  English  Psalter  achieved  a  considerable 
circulation.  So  also,  though  to  a  lesser  degree,  did  the  somewhat  later 
Psalter  of  William  of  Shoreham.  But  Richard’s  Psalter  was  in  the  Northern 
dialect,  and  William’s  in  the  West  Midland.  The  literary  significance  of  the 
Lollard  Bible,  which  appeared  in  the  last  quarter  of  the  fourteenth  century, 
was  that  for  the  first  time  a  work  in  English  was  assiduously  copied  and 
actively  promulgated  in  all  parts  of  the  country,  so  that  the  language  of 
London  and  the  East  Midlands  had  an  opportunity  to  reach  up  into  York¬ 
shire  and  the  North5  and  as  well  as  down  into  Somerset  and  the  West.  It  is 
fair  to  say  that  while  Chaucer  and  his  peers  gave  Middle  English  its  literary 
standards  and  its  self-confidence  among  the  upper  classes,  the  Lollard  Bible 
did  as  much  if  not  more  for  its  coherence  and  unification  in  all  strata  of 
society.  From  the  beginning  through  to  the  emergence  of  Modern  English 
in  the  fifteenth  century,  in  all  the  major  developments  such  as  the  liberation 
from  gender,  the  reduction  of  inflections,  the  evolution  of  the  tenses,  and 
the  great  enrichment  of  vocabulary,  the  tradition  of  the  Bible  in  English 
marched  with  the  linguistic  progress,  recording  the  new  developments,  and 
sometimes  pointing  the  way  ahead. 

William  Tyndale,  therefore,  brilliantly  fresh  and  original  in  the  field  of 
translation  as  we  know  him  to  have  been,  was  nevertheless  the  heir  to  a 
tradition  already  rich,  and  in  the  choicest  phrases  of  the  Reformer,  the  at¬ 
tentive  ear  can  from  time  to  time  detect  echoes  of  his  Lollard  predecessors, 
Nicholas  of  Hereford  and  John  Purvey.6  Even  so,  the  beginning  of  the  story 
of  “The  English  Bible”  proper  clearly  belongs  to  Tyndale,  and  from  his  time 
until  our  own  the  story  is  really  the  narrative  of  the  successive  revisions 
which  his  splendid  version  underwent.  Coverdale’s  Bible,  the  Great  Bible, 
the  Geneva  Version,  the  Bishops’  Bible — they  were  all  Tyndale  revised,  and 
the  King  James  Version  itself  owed  more  to  Tyndale  than  to  any  of  the 
revisers.  It  has  been  calculated  that  of  the  King  James  Version,  at  least 
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two-thirds  is  clearly  attributable  to  Tyndale.7  While  Miles  Smith  was  formally 
referring  to  the  Bishops’  Bible  when  he  said  that  the  aim  of  the  revisers 
was  to  make  not  a  bad  version  good  but,  rather,  a  good  version  better,  it 
was  really  of  Tyndale’s  work  that  he  was  speaking.  Thus  it  was  basically 
one  and  the  same  work,  “The  English  Bible,”  that  appeared  in  those  succes¬ 
sive  editions  from  1525,  the  date  of  Tyndale’s  first  New  Testament,  through 
to  1611,  when  the  King  James  Version  finally  appeared. 

The  influence  of  the  King  James  Version  upon  the  growth  and  develop¬ 
ment  of  English  language  and  culture,  both  at  home  and  in  the  many  distant 
lands  to  which  trade  and  empire  dispersed  the  island  speech,  has  been  much 
observed  and  often  commented  upon.  The  King  James  Bible,  more  than 
any  other  work,  has  been  the  arbiter  of  style  for  many  centuries  wherever 
English  has  established  itself.  In  his  essay,  ’’The  Noblest  Monument  of 
English  Prose,”  John  Livingstone  Lowes  has  aptly  written:  “Its  phraseology 
has  become  part  and  parcel  of  our  common  tongue — bone  of  its  bone  and 
flesh  of  its  flesh.  Its  rhythms  and  cadences,  its  turns  of  speech,  its  familiar 
imagery,  its  very  words,  are  woven  into  the  texture  of  our  literature,  prose 
and  poetry  alike.”8  This  might  be  thought  too  extravagant  a  judgment,  but 
when  we  reflect  how  much  more  at  ease  we  are  with  the  King  James  Version 
than  with  the  language  of  its  “Translator’s  preface  to  the  Reader”  (which 
was  the  normal  prose  style  of  the  day),  or  consider  the  difference  between  the 
sermons  of  Latimer,  who  was  not  influenced  by  this  version,  and  the  writings 
of  John  Bunyan,  who  was,  we  begin  to  recognize  how  its  simplicity  of  style 
and  force  of  language  have  impressed  themselves  upon  us  all. 

Nevertheless,  even  after  the  King  James  Version  had,  by  its  own  sheer 
excellence,  driven  from  the  field  all  its  competitors,  including  even  the 
doughty  Geneva  Version,  which  had  been  the  Bible  of  Spenser,  Shakespeare, 
and  the  Pilgrim  Fathers,  and  which  had  effectively  taken  Standard  English 
into  the  popular  life  of  Scotland,9  it  did  not  reign  for  the  next  three  and  a 
half  centuries  altogether  unchallenged.  As  early  as  the  time  of  the  Common¬ 
wealth,  a  Quaker  named  Robert  Gell,  published  An  Essay  toward  the 
Amendment  of  the  Last  English  Translation,  in  which  he  asked  that  a  new 
and  better  version  should  be  undertaken.  It  is  significant  that  John  Wesley 
placed  Gell’s  treatise  upon  the  reading  list  of  his  itinerant  preachers,  and 
that  he  himself  issued  a  revised  version  of  King  James  along  with  his  Notes  on 
the  New  Testament.  But  not  even  Wesley,  successful  editor,  plagiarizer,  and 
publisher  that  he  was,  could  disturb  the  serene  rule  of  the  King  James  Version 
in  Britain,  in  North  America,  and,  indeed,  wherever  the  English  language 
was  spoken  and  read.  As  Adam  Clarke,  the  great  orientalist  of  the  early 
nineteenth  century,  remarked:  “While  the  common  translation  is  authorized 
by  Law,  and  has  alone  dictated  salvation  for  nearly  two  hundred  years,  the 
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majority  of  the  people  will  not  readily  admit  that  it  can  be  easily  mended; 
or  that  any  attempt  to  do  this  can  be  wholly  destitute  of  danger  to  the  cause 
of  Divine  Revelation/’  As  is  well  known,  the  King  James  never  was  “by 
law  appointed.”  The  familiar  words  “Appointed  to  be  read  in  Churches,” 
which  still  appear  on  British  printings  and  which  have  given  the  version 
its  other  surrogate,  the  Authorized  Version,  were  simply  transferred  from 
the  Bishops’  Bible  and  its  predecessors,  notably  the  Great  Bible  of  Thomas 
Cromwell,  and  were  never  formally  justified  either  by  royal  license  or  by 
an  Act  of  the  Convocations  of  the  Church  of  England.  This  circumstance 
reminds  us  that  a  version  lives  or  dies  by  popular  acceptance  or  neglect, 
and  that  the  edicts  of  authorities,  ecclesiastical  or  lay,  do  not  have  much 
influence  on  the  matter. 

The  Revised  Version  of  188510  is  a  case  in  point.  By  the  latter  half  of  the 
nineteenth  century,  the  pressure  for  a  more  accurate  and  a  more  modern 
rendering  had  become  very  strong,  and  it  was  undertaken  in  Britain  by 
resolution  of  the  Convocation  of  the  Province  of  Canterbury  of  the  Church 
of  England  in  1870,  but  the  revision  was  governed  by  some  very  stringent 
rules.  The  work  was  to  be  not  a  new  translation  but  a  revision  of  King 
James,  and  the  revisers  bound  themselves  to  make  changes  only  by  a  two- 
thirds  vote  and,  moreover,  to  employ  only  such  words  as  were  established 
in  the  language  in  the  seventeenth  century,  unless  it  was  clearly  apparent 
that  no  appropriate  word  of  that  period  was  available.  It  is  not  surprising 
therefore  that  the  version  which  emerged  was  a  very  conservative  revision, 
and  that  a  great  deal  of  its  best  work  was  to  be  found  in  the  marginal  notes, 
to  which  were  consigned  those  proposals  which  gained  a  simple  majority  of 
support  but  which  failed  to  win  two-thirds  approval.  An  American  company 
of  revisers,  invited  to  participate  in  the  task,  was  a  little  more  adventurous, 
so  that  the  edition  of  the  Revised  Version  published  in  the  United  States  in 
1901  as  the  American  Standard  Version  differed  from  the  English  edition 
in  a  number  of  small  particulars,  but  more  particularly  in  substituting 
“Jehovah”  for  the  traditional  “the  Lord.” 

Cautious  as  the  revision  was,  the  furore  it  caused  was  immense.  One 
of  the  most  vehement  critics  in  England  was  Dean  Burgon  of  Chichester, 
a  fundamentalist  of  extreme  views,  who  assailed  the  new  version  in  the  Quar¬ 
terly  Review  in  the  most  vehement  terms:  “that  most  unfortunate  produc¬ 
tion,”  “the  grossest  literary  imposture  of  the  age,”  “insufferable  pedantry,” 
“impertinent  priggishness.”  These  are  but  a  few  of  the  phrases  which  the 
outraged  Dean  allowed  himself,  so  that  the  Leeds  Mercury  was  moved  to 
remark:  “In  a  series  of  what  would  be  called  in  anyone  but  a  dignitary  of 
Church  impudent  assumptions,  the  Dean  pours  forth  a  good  array  of  ecclesi¬ 
astical  Billingsgate.”11  However,  the  final  outcome  was  that  the  version 
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was  warmly  welcomed  by  scholars  and  largely  ignored  by  the  great  mass 
of  Bible  readers  on  both  sides  of  the  Atlantic.  They  continued  unperturbed 
to  read  and  quote  the  King  James  Version. 

Thus,  the  effect  of  the  Revised  Version  was  to  emphasize  the  need  for  a 
more  thoroughgoing  revision  rather  than  to  supply  that  need,  and  this  was 
further  increased  by  the  appearance  of  a  number  of  notable  private  versions, 
the  best  known  being  the  second  version  of  James  Moffatt  (1913),  the 
Holy  Scriptures  According  to  the  Masoretic  Text  (Jewish  Publication  Society 
of  America,  1917),  the  American  Translation  of  Goodspeed  and  Powis 
Smith  (1923  and  1927;  Apocrypha,  1938),  and  the  version  of  J.  B.  Phillips 
(1947;  complete  New  Testament,  1958).  All  these  have  their  virtues,  but 
none  could  be  thought  of  as  taking  the  place  of  the  King  James  Version  as 
“The  English  Bible.”  Plans  for  a  further  revision  of  the  American  Standard 
Version  were  set  on  foot  in  the  United  States  as  early  as  1937,  but  owing 
to  the  incidence  of  World  War  II,  they  had  to  be  carried  to  completion  by 
United  States  and  Canadian  scholars  without  very  much  participation  by 
the  scholars  of  other  countries.  The  new  version  was  designated  the  Revised 
Standard  Version.  The  New  Testament  appeared  in  1946,  the  Old  Testa¬ 
ment  in  1952,  and  the  Apocrypha  in  1957. 

The  Revised  Standard  Version  may  fairly  be  described  as  a  remarkable 
success.  It  accomplished  what  it  set  out  to  do,  which  was  to  continue  the 
tradition  of  “The  English  Bible,”  but  in  such  a  way  as  to  commend  the  old 
version  to  a  new  age.  It  is  of  course  open  to  criticism  on  many  smaller  points, 
but  is  guilty  of  perhaps  only  one  major  fault:  it  tends  to  be  conservative  in 
well-known  and  much-loved  passages,  but  once  off  the  comparatively  nar¬ 
row  and  well-beaten  path  of  popular  passages,  it  becomes  much  more  ready 
to  call  a  spade  a  spade  and  not  disguise  it  under  some  ecclesiastically  dictated 
euphemism.  A  case  in  point  is  Is  53,  where  hly  is  still  translated  “grief,” 
and  “sickness”  is  left  to  the  margin,  presumably  because  “the  Suffering 
Servant”  is  widely  held  to  be  a  christological  prophecy  and  there  is  no 
tradition  of  disease  in  the  story  of  Jesus.  Therefore  tradition  has  dictated 
that  the  trait  must  be  obscured  in  translating  the  Isaiah  passage.  On  the 
other  hand,  in  a  book  like  Zechariah  we  notice  a  much  greater  readiness 
to  forsake  the  Masoretic  Text  and  to  accept  readings  from  the  Greek  or 
Syriac  or  even  conjectural  amendments.  Perhaps  in  the  revision  of  a  classic, 
this  practice  is  not  altogether  indefensible;  the  version  has  made  whole 
passages  in  the  prophets  or  in  the  epistles  intelligible  as  they  never  were 
in  the  King  James,  and  it  has  done  so  without  ruthlessly  wounding  suscep¬ 
tibilities  in  “best-loved  passages.”  Certainly,  until  quite  recently,  the 
Revised  Standard  Version  was  the  one  version  other  than  the  King  James 
which  was  read  in  churches,  meditated  upon  in  the  home,  and  almost  uni- 
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versally  quoted  by  scholars.  In  1965,  the  British  hierarchy  of  the  Roman 
Church  gave  its  imprimatur  to  a  Roman  Catholic  edition,  and  the  Revised 
Standard  Version  thereby  became  the  one  ecumenical  version  to  bridge 
the  Protestant-Catholic  divide.12  More  than  any  other  version  it  deserves 
to  rank  as  “The  English  Bible”  of  the  twentieth  century.13 

The  Revised  Standard  Version  New  Testament  had  hardly  appeared, 
however  (and  certainly  had  had  no  time  to  prove  its  worth),  before  a  move¬ 
ment  was  begun  in  Scotland  for  a  new  British  translation.  After  thirteen 
years  of  concerted  effort,  the  translators  appointed  by  the  combined  non- 
Roman  Catholic  churches  in  Britain  produced  their  New  Testament  in  1961. 
What  was  distinctive  with  regard  to  this  version  was  that  it  broke  with 
four  hundred  and  fifty  years  of  history,  and  gave  us  not  a  further  revision 
of  “The  English  Bible,”  the  Bible  of  Tyndale,  Coverdale,  Geneva,  and  King 
James,  and  of  the  Revised  Standard  Version,  but  an  entirely  new  trans¬ 
lation.  The  old  familiar  cadences  of  a  leisurely,  mannered  style  were  aban¬ 
doned,  and  a  modern,  taut  prose  was  substituted.  This  is  very  apparent 
if  we  take  a  well-known  passage  (Mt  1 1 :  28-30)  and  read  it  first  in  the  King 
James,  then  in  the  Revised  Standard  and  finally  in  the  New  English  Bible: 

I<J  Come  unto  me,  all  ye  that  labour  and  are  heavy  laden,  and  I 

will  give  you  rest.  Take  my  yoke  upon  you,  and  learn  of  me; 
for  I  am  meek  and  lowly  in  heart:  and  ye  shall  find  rest  unto 
your  souls.  For  my  yoke  is  easy,  and  my  burden  is  light. 

RSV  Come  to  me,  all  who  labour  and  are  heavy-laden,  and  I  will  give 
you  rest.  Take  my  yoke  upon  you,  and  learn  from  me;  for  I 
am  gentle  and  lowly  in  heart,  and  you  will  find  rest  for  your 
souls.  For  my  yoke  is  easy,  and  my  burden  is  light. 

NEB  Come  to  me,  all.  whose  work  is  hard,  whose  load  is  heavy;  and  I 
will  give  you  relief.  Bend  your  necks  to  my  yoke,  and  learn  from 
me,  for  I  am  gentle  and  humble-hearted;  and  your  souls  will  find 
relief.  For  my  yoke  is  good  to  bear,  my  load  is  light. 

The  King  James  and  the  Revised  Standard  are  undoubtedly  the  same  work, 
but  in  the  new  translation  the  whole  feel  of  the  passage  is  different.  The 
new  style  tends  to  be  rather  broken,  staccato,  and  even  in  narrative  portions 
it  does  not  flow  very  easily.  One  gets  the  impression  that  each  phrase  has 
been  individually  translated  but  that  no  one  has  gone  over  the  whole  to 
make  of  the  phrases  a  continuous,  flexible  unity.  In  the  Epistles,  this 
may  be  almost  an  advantage,  for  one  often  gets  the  impression  from  the 
Greek  that  the  writers,  particularly  Paul,  thought  in  spurts  and  expressed 
themselves  in  sudden  phrases.  But  in  the  narratives  of  Acts  and  the  Gospels, 
this  lack  of  stylistic  continuity  is  a  distinct  loss.  It  makes  itself  severely  ap- 
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parent  if  one  reads,  for  example,  the  story  of  the  walk  to  Emmaus  (Lk  24) 
first  in  King  James  and  then  in  the  New  English  Bible.  In  Britain,  as  one 
would  expect,  the  New  Testament  version  was  somewhat  uncritically  ac¬ 
cepted,  and  has  gained  fairly  wide  acceptance;  but  in  North  America  and 
in  the  English-speaking  world  generally,  it  has  been  given  a  cordial  rather 
than  an  enthusiastic  reception.  Whether  the  New  English  Bible  as  a  whole 
would  prove  a  serious  rival  to  the  Revised  Standard  Version  on  the  world¬ 
wide  stage  could  not  be  known  until  the  appearance  of  the  Old  Testament 
and  Apocrypha.  For  this  we  have  had  to  be  patient  for  almost  another 
decade,  but  the  long-awaited  volume  appeared  in  March  1970,  and  we  can 
begin  to  make  at  least  preliminary  judgments. 

Before  we  do  so,  there  are  two  other  developments  which  have  to  be 
noted.  First,  a  modest,  untrumpeted  translation  of  the  New  Testament 
was  put  out  in  1968  by  the  American  Bible  Society,  in  paperback  and  with 
charming  line  drawings  interspersed  in  the  text,  under  the  title  “Good 
News  for  Modern  Man:  Today’s  English  Version.”  The  translator  was 
Robert  Bratcher  and  the  line  drawings  are  by  Annie  Vallotton.  The  Preface 
states  that  the  intention  was  to  meet  the  need  of  people  everywhere  who  use 
English  as  a  means  of  communication:  “Today’s  English  Version  of  the 
New  Testament  attempts  to  follow,  in  this  century,  the  example  set  by  the 
authors  of  the  New  Testament  books,  who,  for  the  most  part,  wrote  in  the 
standard,  or  common,  form  of  the  Greek  language.”  It  has  proved  brilliantly 
successful.  Everyone  who  uses  it  for  either  private  or  public  reading  is 
struck  by  its  simplicity,  its  directness,  and  its  vitality.  Even  those  who 
have  long  accustomed  themselves  to  the  New  Testament  in  Greek  have  a 
sense  of  fresh  acquaintance  with  passage  after  passage,  and  are  led  to  suspect 
that  the  impact  of  this  version  upon  them  is  something  very  like  the  impres¬ 
sion  which  the  original  writings  made  upon  those  to  whom  they  were  first 
addressed.  Like  the  King  James  Version,  “Today’s  English  Version”  bids 
fair  to  establish  itself  by  its  own  sheer  worth. 

One  small  point  is  that  this  “common  English”  translation  naturally 
eschewed  “thou’s”  and  “thee’s.”  In  the  New  Testament,  the  Deity  is  ad¬ 
dressed  relatively  seldom,  and  this  change  of  style  was  interesting  but  not 
revolutionary.  But  then  also  in  1968  there  appeared  the  Jerusalem  Bible. 
This  is  indeed  a  notable  translation  in  many  respects.  Its  progenitor  is 
La  Bible  de  Jerusalem,  so  called  because  it  was  prepared  by  scholars  of  the 
French  Dominican  Bible  School  in  Jerusalem.  They  availed  themselves  not 
only  of  the  very  best  assistance  of  modern  scholarship  but  also  of  that  new¬ 
found  enthusiasm  for  the  Bible  which  aggiornamento ,  both  before  and  since 
Vatican  II,  has  engendered  throughout  the  Roman  Church.  This  splendid 
French  version  then  became  the  inspiration  and  guide  for  a  new  Roman 
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Catholic  Bible  in  England.  This  version,  also  called  “The  Jerusalem  Bible,” 
not  only  dispenses  with  “thee”  and  “thou,”  in  the  Old  Testament  as  well 
as  in  the  New,  but  it  also  boldly  returns  to  the  Divine  Name  “Yahweh” 
instead  of  employing  the  surrogate  “the  Lord,”  by  use  of  which  translators 
for  over  two  thousand  years  have  reverently  avoided  the  use  of  the  Divine 
Name.  Thus  what  we  have  heard  for  centuries  as  “0  Lord,  our  Lord,  how 
excellent  is  thy  name  in  all  the  earth  !”  becomes: 

Yahweh,  our  Lord, 

how  great  your  name  throughout  the  earth  ! 

It  is  in  the  Psalms  that  the  Jerusalem  Bible  scintillates.  For  example,  the 
King  James  grandly  but  somewhat  obscurely  proclaims:  “For  lo,  the  kings 
were  assembled,  they  passed  by  together.  They  saw  it,  and  so  they  mar¬ 
velled;  they  were  troubled  and  hasted  away.”  This  becomes  in  the  Jerusa¬ 
lem  Bible: 


There  was  a  rallying,  once,  of  kings, 
advancing  together  along  a  common  front; 
they  looked,  they  were  amazed, 
they  panicked,  they  ran  ! 

No  more  graphic  conveyance  of  an  irrational,  fear-inspired  rout  is  possible. 
Not  only  in  the  Psalms  but  throughout  both  Testaments,  this  is  a  very  read¬ 
able,  attractive,  and  thoroughly  commendable  version  of  the  Bible  in  the 
best  literary  style  of  our  own  day.  At  one  bound,  the  Roman  Church  in 
England  has  overcome  the  shame  of  centuries  and  has  produced  a  Bible 
which  can  afford  comparison  with  the  very  best  that  the  Protestant  world 
has  to  offer. 

The  appearance  of  the  Old  Testament  and  Apocrypha  of  the  New  English 
Bible  was  therefore,  in  view  of  what  had  gone  before,  an  event  of  very  con¬ 
siderable  importance.  British  biblical  scholarship  has  for  a  century  been 
rivaled  only  by  the  German  tradition  for  erudition,  perceptiveness,  and 
freedom  from  conservative  constraints.  The  new  version  comes  from  a 
tradition  enriched  by  mature  scholarship,  literary  sensitivity,  and  informed 
popular  interest.  These  scholars  were  men  trained  by  George  Adam  Smith 
and  Arthur  Samuel  Peake,  and  their  literary  sensitivity  had  been  tuned  by 
Robert  Louis  Stevenson  and  Gerard  Manley  Hopkins,  and  played  upon 
by  T.  S.  Eliot,  Christopher  Fry,  and  Winston  Churchill.  The  omens  were 
surely  set  for  a  truly  great  translation. 

It  is  impossible  to  review  the  Bible  as  one  would  any  other  work.  Its 
vastness,  variety,  and  familiarity  all  combine  to  defeat  the  attempt.  What 
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one  can  do  is  to  take  soundings;  to  choose  a  number  of  passages  which  have 
made  their  mark  in  previous  translations,  and  to  turn  hopefully  to  others 
which  have  struck  home  in  the  Hebrew  or  the  Greek  but  which  have  hitherto 
failed  in  translation.  A  version  has  to  be  lived  with  for  many  years  before 
its  strengths  and  weaknesses  can  be  fully  known.  But  there  are  some  im¬ 
mediate  reactions  to  this  New  English  Bible  which  can  be  formulated.  For 
instance,  the  decision  to  retain  the  older  form  of  second-person  address  may 
have  been  defensible  in  1946,  but  in  1970  it  strikes  one  as  sheer  anachronism. 
It  is  not  merely  that  “thou”  belongs  to  a  special  outdated  language  of 
“religion  only”  but  also  that  the  whole  use  of  auxiliary  verbs  is  involved. 
In  order  to  avoid  “thou  castedst”  one  writes  “thou  hast  cast”  and  the  style 
straightway  becomes  less  taut.  This  is  not  so  noticeable  in  prose  narratives, 
in  which  the  new  version  acquits  itself  fairly  though  not  outstandingly  well, 
but  it  shows  up  at  once  in  poetical  passages.  Compare  Ps  104,  for  example, 
from  the  New  English  Bible  with  the  Jerusalem  Bible’s  rendering: 

NEB  Thou  hast  spread  out  the  heavens  like  a  tent, 

and  on  their  waters  laid  the  beams  of  thy  pavilion; 

who  takest  the  clouds  for  thy  chariot, 

riding  on  the  wings  of  the  wind; 

who  makest  the  winds  thy  messengers 

and  flames  of  fire  thy  servants; 

thou  didst  fix  the  earth  on  its  foundation 

so  that  it  never  can  be  shaken; 

the  deep  overspread  it  like  a  cloak, 

and  the  waters  lay  above  the  mountains. 

JB  You  stretch  the  heavens  out  like  a  tent, 

you  build  your  palace  on  the  waters  above; 
using  the  clouds  as  your  chariot, 
you  advance  on  the  wings  of  the  wind; 
you  use  the  winds  as  messengers 
and  fiery  flames  as  servants. 

You  fixed  the  earth  on  its  foundations, 
unshakeable  for  ever  and  ever; 
you  wrapped  it  with  the  deep  as  with  a  robe, 
the  waters  over-topping  the  mountains. 

It  is  manifestly  unfair  to  build  overall  judgements  on  a  single  passage.  The 
present  writer  can  only  say  that  the  literary  success  of  the  second  passage 
as  compared  with  the  awkwardness  of  the  first  has  up  to  this  point  in  his 
reading  seemed  to  him  to  be  representative  of  the  two  versions.  “Thou 
didst  fix”  is  bad  enough,  but  “Thou  it  was  who  didst  fashion  my  inward 
parts”  (Ps  139:  13)  is  surely  unforgivable. 

Is  52-53  (to  take  another  sampling)  is  in  important  details  very  question¬ 
able  as  an  accurate  translation,  and  as  a  whole  very  difficult  for  public 
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reading;  even  for  private  reading,  the  passage  emerges  as  irritatingly  stac¬ 
cato  in  its  flow  of  ideas.  Here  are  the  verses  which  Handel  has  made  so 
familiar,  as  they  appear  in  the  Revised  Standard  and  in  the  New  English 
versions: 

RSV  He  was  despised  and  rejected  by  men; 

a  man  of  sorrows,  and  acquainted  with  grief; 
and  as  one  from  whom  men  hide  their  faces 
he  was  despised,  and  we  esteemed  hijn  not. 

Surely  he  has  borne  our  griefs, 
and  carried  our  sorrows, 
yet  we  esteemed  him  stricken, 
smitten  by  God  and  afflicted. 

NEB  He  was  despised,  he  shrank  from  the  sight  of  men, 
tormented  and  humbled  by  suffering; 
we  despised  him,  we  held  him  of  no  account, 
a  thing  from  which  men  turn  away  their  eyes. 

Yet  on  himself  he  bore  our  sufferings, 
our  torments  he  endured, 
while  we  counted  him  smitten  by  God, 
struck  down  by  disease  and  misery. 

The  first  translation  has  a  rhythm  derived  from  the  King  James,  which  the 
second  wholly  lacks.  Nor  do  finer  points  of  greater  accuracy  compensate 
for  this  loss.  “Grief”  in  the  second  line  of  the  RSV  has,  as  we  have  seen, 
long  been  recognized  as  needing  to  be  rendered  by  “disease.”  Why,  then, 
does  the  NEB  sidestep  the  difficulty  by  using  the  less  direct  word  “suffering,” 
and  then  gratuitously  introduce  “disease”  into  the  last  line?  Some  of  the 
individual  phrases  in  the  chapter  cannot  readily  be  derived  from  the  Hebrew 
at  all:  “after  all  his  pains  he  shall  be  bathed  in  light”  (vs  11)  appears  to  be 
an  example  of  sheer  invention.14  The  whole  passage  emerges  as  an  uneven 
mixture  of  doubtful  innovations  and  cautious  conservatism. 

When  one  further  discovers  that  in  the  NEB  not  only  is  “the  Lord”  re¬ 
tained  in  the  old  style  but  that  in  crucial  passages  like  Ex  3  and  34  “Jehovah” 
unblushingly  makes  its  reappearance,  one  is  reluctantly  forced  to  conclude 
that  this  version  is  neither  of  our  age  nor  for  our  age.  In  view  of  the  twenty 
and  more  years  of  devoted  labor,  dedicated  to  this  task  by  scores  of  scholars 
who  stand  in  the  finest  traditions  of  linguistic  and  literary  skills,  this  is  a 
truly  tragic  conclusion  at  which  to  arrive.  One  wants  desperately  to  be 
able  to  hail  this  version  as  a  superb  achievement.  Honesty  compels  us  to 
say  that  it  is  very  doubtful  whether,  like  its  great  predecessor,  the  King 
James  Version,  the  New  English  Bible  will  drive  all  its  competitors  off  the 
market  by  virtue  of  its  own  sheer  excellence. 
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The  year  1970  will  nevertheless  clearly  be  remembered  as  a  vintage  year 
for  the  Bible  in  English,  for  in  the  late  fall  of  that  year  a  second  major  ven¬ 
ture  reached  completion  and  was  published  in  its  entirety.  The  New  Ameri¬ 
can  Bible  is  the  product  of  the  Catholic  Biblical  Association  of  America  and 
is  sponsored  by  the  Bishops’  Committee  of  the  Confraternity  on  Christian 
Doctrine.  The  translation  was  undertaken  in  response  to  the  Papal  En¬ 
cyclical  Divino  Afflante  Spiritu  (1943),  and  the  work  was  begun  as  early  as 
1944.  In  span  of  years,  the  parallel  with  the  NEB  is  very  close,  but  the  pub¬ 
lishing  history  has  been  quite  different.  The  Confraternity  New  Testament 
had  been  issued  in  1941,  and  this  was  a  revision  of  Douai-Rheims-Challoner. 
Thus,  although  it  took  cognizance  of  the  Greek  text,  it  was  essentially  a 
translation  of  the  Vulgate.  But  the  1943  Encyclical  gave  a  new  status  in 
the  Roman  communion  to  the  original  language  versions  behind  the  Vulgate, 
and  the  Catholic  Biblical  Association  charged  with  responsibility  for  the 
Confraternity  Bible  turned  to  the  Old  Testament  in  Hebrew  and  Aramaic 
with  a  new  zest.  Genesis  to  Ruth  was  published  in  1952,  Job  to  Sirach  in 
1955,  Isaiah  to  Malachi  in  1961,  and  Samuel  to  Maccabees  in  1969.  The 
New  American  Bible  of  1970  consists  of  these  parts  of  the  Confraternity 
Old  Testament  (the  first  three  having  been  revised,  the  first  of  them  to  the 
extent  of  a  new  translation  of  Genesis)  together  with  an  entirely  new  version 
of  the  New  Testament  based  on  the  twenty-fifth  edition  of  the  Nestle- 
Aland  Greek  Text  but  with  reference  also  to  the  United  Bible  Societies’  1966 
text.  The  work  is  issued  by  a  number  of  publishers  in  various  styles.  The 
typical  edition  published  by  the  St.  Anthony  Guild  Press  includes  an  ap¬ 
pendix  of  textual  notes  relating  to  the  original  languages,  while  the  Catholic 
Press  edition  is  a  more  ecclesiastical  version,  printing  the  sayings  of  Jesus 
in  red  and  including  such  features  as  a  charming  modern  version  of  the 
Jesse  Tree.  The  scholarship  of  the  New  American  Bible  is  beyond  reproach. 
Full  advantage  has  been  taken  of  the  latest  Dead  Sea  Scroll  discoveries 
and  of  the  more  recent  advances  in  New  Testament  textual  criticism.  The 
version  dispenses  with  the  archaic  form  of  second  person  address,  and 
achieves  a  strong,  taut  rendering  of  poetry,  as,  for  example,  in  the  book  of 
Psalms.  In  a  passage  such  as  Deut  5,  we  notice  one  or  two  noncurrent 
words  and  phrases — such  as  “I  enjoin  on  you,”  “goods  of  all  sorts  which 
you  did  not  garner,”  “wonders,  great  and  dire,”— but  for  the  most  part  it 
is  a  straightforward,  clean,  and  effective  version  which  is  well  calculated 
to  encourage  biblical  studies  by  both  laity  and  clergy  in  the  Roman  com¬ 
munion.  In  some  of  the  Old  Testament  narrative  passages,  the  unaffected 
style  is  particularly  effective.  Here,  for  example,  is  part  of  the  story  of 
Elisha  and  the  Shunammite  woman  in  2  Kings  4:  18-24: 
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The  day  came  when  the  child  was  old  enough  to  go  out  to  his  father  among 
the  reapers.  “My  head  hurts,”  he  complained  to  his  father.  “Carry  him 
to  his  mother,”  the  father  said  to  a  servant.  The  servant  picked  him  up 
and  carried  him  to  his  mother;  he  stayed  with  her  until  noon,  when  he  died 
in  her  lap.  The  mother  took  him  upstairs,  and  laid  him  on  the  bed  of  the 
man  of  God.  Closing  the  door  on  him,  she  went  out  and  called  to  her  hus¬ 
band,  “Let  me  have  a  servant  and  a  donkey.  I  must  go  quickly  to  the  man 
of  God,  and  I  will  be  back.”  “Why  are  you  going  to  him  today?”  he  asked. 
“It  is  neither  the  new  moon,  nor  the  sabbath.”  But  she  bade  him  good-bye, 
and  when  the  donkey  was  saddled  said  to  her  servant,  “Lead  on !  Do  not 
stop  my  donkey  unless  I  tell  you  to.” 

The  urgency  of  the  distraught  mother  comes  through  very  clearly,  and  the 
simple  force  of  the  Hebrew  is  conveyed  with  great  fidelity. 

In  the  New  Testament,  the  style  is  more  consecutive,  less  staccato  than 
in  the  NEB,  largely  because  of  a  greater  readiness  to  use  conjunctions, 
participial  phrases,  and  subordinate  clauses.  This  shows  itself  in  a  narrative 
like  that  of  the  Parable  of  the  Wise  and  Foolish  Virgins: 

NEB  When  that  day  comes,  the  Kingdom  of  Heaven  will  be  like  this. 

There  were  ten  girls  who  took  their  lamps  and  went  out  to  meet 
the  bridegroom.  Five  of  them  were  foolish  and  five  prudent; 
when  the  foolish  ones  took  their  lamps,  they  took  no  oil  with  them, 
but  the  others  took  flasks  of  oil  with  their  lamps.  As  the  bride¬ 
groom  was  late  in  coming  they  all  dozed  off  to  sleep.  But  at 
midnight  a  cry  was  heard:  “Here  is  the  bridegroom  1  Come  out 
to  meet  him.”  With  that  the  girls  all  got  up  and  trimmed  their 
lamps. 

NAB  The  reign  of  God  can  be  likened  to  ten  bridesmaids,  who  took 
their  torches  and  went  out  to  welcome  the  groom.  Five  of  them 
were  foolish,  while  the  other  five  were  sensible.  The  foolish  ones 
in  taking  their  torches,  brought  no  oil  along,  but  the  sensible 
ones  took  flasks  of  oil  as  well  as  their  torches.  The  bridegroom 
delayed  his  coming,  so  they  all  began  to  nod,  then  to  fall  asleep. 
At  midnight,  someone  shouted,  “The  groom  is  here !  Come  out 
and  greet  him !”  At  the  outcry,  all  the  virgins  woke  up  and  got 
their  torches  ready. 

There  can  be  little  doubt  that  in  many  small  ways  the  American  is  linguisti¬ 
cally  more  conservative  then  the  British.  “Can  be  likened”  is  not  so  idiomatic 
as  “will  be  like”;  “torches”  is  not  so  common  on  either  side  of  the  Atlantic 
as  “lamps”;  and,  a  little  further  on,  “dealers”  is  more  formal  tljan  “shop” — 
though  an  American  would  of  course  say  “store.”  The  difference  between 
the  two  reveals  itself  even  more  clearly  in  the  argumentative  passages  of 
Paul’s  letters,  as  at  the  beginning  of  Rom  8: 
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The  conclusion  of  the  matter  is  this:  there  is  no  condemnation 
for  those  who  are  united  with  Christ  Jesus,  because  in  Christ 
Jesus,  the  life-giving  law  of  the  Spirit  has  set  you  free  from  the 
law  of  sin  and  death.  What  the  law  could  never  do,  because  our 
lower  nature  robbed  it  of  all  potency,  God  has  done:  by  sending 
his  own  Son  in  a  form  like  that  of  our  own  sinful  nature,  and  as 
a  sacrifice  for  sin,  he  has  passed  judgement  against  sin  within 
that  very  nature,  so  that  the  commandment  of  the  law  may  find 
fulfilment  in  us,  whose  conduct,  no  longer  under  the  control  of 
our  lower  nature,  is  directed  by  the  Spirit. 

There  is  no  condemnation  now  for  those  who  are  in  Christ  Jesus. 
The  law  of  the  Spirit,  the  spirit  of  life  in  Christ  Jesus,  has  freed 
you  from  the  law  of  sin  and  death.  The  law  was  powerless  because 
of  its  weakening  by  the  flesh.  Then  God  sent  his  son  in  the  like¬ 
ness  of  sinful  flesh  as  a  sin  offering,  thereby  condemning  sin  in 
the  flesh,  so  that  the  just  demands  of  the  law  might  be  fulfilled 
in  us  who  live,  not  according  to  the  flesh,  but  according  to  the 
spirit. 

The  British  version  is  more  effective,  more  communicative  (and  in  this 
particular  passage  more  consecutive  in  literary  style)  than  the  American, 
simply  because  it  gets  away  from  the  original  Pauline  sentence  structure 
and  concentrates  on  getting  the  ideas  across — but  it  lays  itself  open  to  the 
charge  of  being  interpretative  and  paraphrastic,  which  the  members  of  the 
Catholic  Biblical  Association  were  particularly  concerned  to  avoid.  Since 
they  were  producing  a  public  version,  one  to  be  used  in  the  liturgy  as  well 
as  in  the  home,  they  were  right  to  be  sensitive  on  this  point.  And  the  Amer¬ 
ican  decision  to  use  modern  English  second-person  forms  of  address  more 
than  compensates  for  its  greater  linguistic  conservatism  in  lesser  matters. 

The  overall  significance  of  the  NAB  lies,  in  the  present  writer’s  opinion, 
in  three  major  considerations.  First,  the  Confraternity  took  advantage  of 
the  1943  Encyclical  to  get  back  to  the  original  languages.  The  domination 
of  the  Roman  Church  by  the  Vulgate  has  at  last  been  broken.  The  gyrations 
of  Ronald  Knox  in  trying  to  argue  the  case  for  the  Vulgate  as  the  proper 
basis  of  translation  for  the  Bible  in  English  now  appear  quite  ludicrous. 
Thus  the  great  gulf  between  Roman  and  Protestant  biblical  scholarship 
has  been  bridged.  Even  the  small  but  important  fact  that  the  NAB  uses 
the  common  forms  of  Old  Testament  names  reinforces  this  happy  new  situ¬ 
ation.  Second,  the  inclusion  of  sucjh  familiar  Protestant  names  as  Frank 
Cross  and  J.  A.  Sanders  in  the  list  of  translators  is  a  reminder  that  Catholic 
and  Protestant  scholars  now  work  with  identical  views  as  regards  the  canons 
of  the  art  of  translating.  The  third  is  a  point  which  was  already  strongly 
made  by  the  appearance  of  the  Catholic  edition  of  the  Revised  Standard 
Version — that  there  is  no  longer  any  justification  for  a  threefold  division  of 
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the  Canon  into  Old  Testament,  Apocrypha,  and  New  Testament.  The  Old 
Testament  does  include  Sirach,  and  Wisdom,  and  Tobit,  and  Maccabees, 
and  the  rest;  and  “The  English  Bible”  should  now  clearly  exhibit  this  fact. 

The  end  of  the  matter,  then,  is  this:  we  have  just  completed  a  remarkable 
century  of  biblical  translation.  It  was  in  February  1870  that  the  resolution 
for  the  revision  of  the  King  James  Version  was  moved  in  the  Convocation 
of  Canterbury,  and  this  led  to  the  English  Revised  Version  and  the  American 
Standard  Version,  and  these,  in  turn,  to  the  Revised  Standard  Version,  the 
Jerusalem  Bible,  the  New  English  Bible,  and  the  New  American  Bible. 
The  long  reign  of  the  King  James  Version  has  been  ended  in  all  the  major 
communions.  To  read  publicly  the  King  James  Version  of  2  Cor  5:  11-6:2, 
a  truly  noble  passage,  has  become  impossible,  because  we  do  not  know  what 
intonations  to  employ,  since  we  no  longer  know  what  the  translators  were 
trying  to  say — whatever  it  was,  they  did  not  say  it.  But  we  still  do  not 
have  a  version  which  can  replace  the  King  James  everywhere  in  the  English- 
speaking  world.  The  version  which  comes  nearest  to  this  is  the  Revised 
Standard  Version  in  its  Catholic  edition.  But  the  unity  of  the  English  lan¬ 
guage  and  the  possession  of  one  English  Bible  have  gone  together  since  the 
time  of  Wycliffe — with,  it  should  be  added,  special  thanks  to  Challoner. 
The  next  stage  of  the  present  task  is  surely,  then,  already  in  sight:  it  is  to 
complete  our  own  century  of  translations  with  a  new  version  “not  justly 
to  be  excepted  against”  (as  Miles  Smith  said  when  he  introduced  the  King 
James  Version)  in  any  land  or  in  any  church.  This  would  fittingly  crown 
our  own  century  of  translation,  just  as  the  1611  version  crowned  and  ful¬ 
filled  the  labors  of  the  sixteenth  century.  With  the  present  splendid  but 
competing  versions  to  hand,  the  councils  of  churches  in  Canada,  the  United 
States,  Australasia,  and  Great  Britain  should  call  upon  the  churches  of  the 
English-speaking  world  to  set  a  new  generation  of  scholars  to  work  in 
Australia,  New  Zealand,  Africa,  India,  in  the  Caribbean,  Britain,  North 
America — wherever  English  is  spoken, — to  produce  a  new  version  which 
should  not  be  Catholic  or  Protestant  (nor,  in  the  Hebrew  Scriptures,  Jewish) 
but  common  to  us  all.  It  would  be  based  not  on  the  Vulgate  but  the  orig¬ 
inal  languages:  it  would  contain  not  the  Jewish-Protestant  Canon  but  the 
larger,  richer  Canon  of  the  Vulgate,  and  it  would  be  rendered  into  not 
British  nor  American  but  World  Standard  English,  for  the  benefit  of  all. 

For  whether  we  live  in  Boston,  Massachusetts,  or  Boston,  Lincolnshire, 
in  London,  Ontario,  or  London,  England,  in  Bridgetown,  Barbados  or  Mel¬ 
bourne,  Australia,  whether  we  are  Christian,  Jew,  or  Gentile,  we  are  all, 
by  virtue  of  being  English-speaking,  culturally  the  descendants  of  Adam 
and  Eve.  As  a  result  we  draw  a  bow  at  a  venture,  we  cherish  the  apple  of 
our  eye,  we  seek  the  pearl  of  great  price,  and  we  know  full  well  that  we  are 
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our  brother’s  keeper.  The  Bible  will  never  again  in  the  future  influence  the 
culture  of  the  English-speaking  peoples  as  it  has  done  in  the  past,  and  per¬ 
haps  it  is  well  that  it  should  not.  But  we  who  are  the  inheritors  of  this  great 
tradition,  stretching  from  Caedmon  and  Alfred  the  Great  to  S.  H.  Hooke, 
C.  H.  Dodd,  Luther  Weigle,  Louis  Hartman,  and  others  who  are  happily 
still  with  us,  should  not  now  let  the  tradition  dissipate  into  merely  regional 
versions.  ‘The  English  Bible”  is,  apart  from  the  English  language  itself, 
probably  the  strongest  cultural  link  which  unites  all  English-speaking 
peoples;  thus,  in  a  world  which  is  fast  becoming  one  technologically,  the 
unity  of  religious  and  literary  culture  takes  on  a  new  and  greater  significance. 
It  must  not  be  only  our  scientists  who  have  symbols  in  common.  Moreover, 
splendid  and  remarkable  as  the  new  versions  are,  none  of  them  has  all  the 
virtues;  they  can  all  gain  immeasurably  from  each  other.  We  ought  there¬ 
fore  to  put  our  minds  to  the  task  afresh;  for  no  man,  not  even  a  biblical 
translator,  having  once  put  his  hand  to  the  plow,  can  afford  to  look  back 
until  the  task  is  fully  accomplished.  And  this  side  of  the  Kingdom  of  God, 
that  will  never  be. 
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Peregrinations  in  Septuagint 
Lexicography 


In  the  year  1755,  there  appeared  in  London  in  two  volumes  folio 
a  monumental  work,  in  which  “lexicography”  is  defined  as  “the  art  or 
practice  of  writing  dictionaries.”  On  the  same  page  a  “lexicon”  is  described 
as  “a  Dictionary;  a  book  teaching  the  significance  of  words.”  We  can  hardly 
say  that  there  is  anything  unusual  in  these  two  explanations.  The  meaning 
of  “lexicographer,”  however,  is  expressed  in  more  vigorous  terms:  “A 
writer  of  dictionaries;  a  harmless  drudge  that  busies  himself  in  tracing  the 
original,  and  detailing  the  signification  of  words.”  In  this  manner,  Samuel 
Johnson  describes  himself  as  well  as  a  number  of  plodding  men  who  had 
preceded  him  in  lexicography  and  those  who  have  been  making  dictionaries 
ever  since  his  day.  In  the  year  1756,  however,  there  was  published  a  smaller 
work,  abstracted  from  the  folio,  in  which  a  lexicographer,  “a  writer  of 
dictionaries,”  is  called  “a  harmless  drudge,”  without  any  qualifying  relative 
clause.  Perhaps  everyone  who  works  in  lexicography  has  to  accept  this  char¬ 
acterization  of  himself  as  “a  harmless  drudge,”  for  it  is  only  by  unremitting 
toil  that  anything  can  be  accomplished  in  enterprises  of  this  nature. 

As  the  basis  for  a  Septuagint  lexicon,  it  is  necessary,  in  the  first  place, 
to  have  an  adequate  word  list.  In  this  connection  may  be  mentioned  Kon¬ 
rad  Kircher,  who  was  born  in  Augsburg,  and  served  as  a  pastor  in  Donau- 
worth  and  later  at  Jaxthausen.  Apparently  be  had  scholarly  interests,  and 
he  dedicated  seven  years  to  a  work  known  as  Concordantiae  Veteris  Testa - 
menti  Graecae  Ebraeis  Vocibus  Respondentes  Polychrestoi  (Frankfurt,  1607). 
In  this  concordance,  the  Hebrew  words  are  arranged  in  alphabetical  order, 
and  under  each  are  found  the  various  Greek  expressions  with  citations. 
A  Greek  Index  Alphabeticus  was  included  so  that  the  Greek  words  could 
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be  found  in  the  concordance.  The  impetus,  however,  for  LXX  lexicography 
in  the  Western  world  may  be  ascribed  to  Abraham  Tromm,  who  was  born 
at  Groningen,  Netherlands,  in  1633.  His  most  famous  work  was  Concor - 
daniiae  Graecae  Versionis  Vulgo  Dictae  LXX  Interpretum ,  cujus  voces  se¬ 
cundum  ordinem  elementorum  sermonis  Graeci  digesiae  recensentur ,  contra 
atque  in  opere  Kircheriano  factum  fuerat.  Leguntur  Hie  Praeterea  Voces 
Graecae  pro  Hebraicis  redditae  ab  antiquis  omnibus  Veteris  Testamenti  Inter - 
pretibus ,  quorum  non  nisi  fragmenta  extant ,  Aquila ,  Symmacho,  Theodotione 
et  aliis9  quorum  maximam  partem  nuper  in  lucem  edidit  Domnus  Bernardus 
de  Montfaucon .  The  drudgery  of  Tromm,  however,  did  not  immediately 
come  into  print.  The  approval  of  the  theological  faculty  of  Groningen  was 
given  November  17,  1710,  but  then  for  seven  years  the  work  lay  dormant. 
Later,  in  a  brief  note  dated  July  4,  1717,  he  explained  the  delay  in  publi¬ 
cation  and  shortly  afterward  wrote  the  preface  at  Groningen,  July  24, 1717, 
Finally  the  Concordance  in  two  tomes  folio  was  published  at  Amsterdam 
and  Utrecht  in  1718.  (Volume  I  consists  of  1008  pages  and  a  lexicon  to  the 
Hexapla  of  70  pages  and  an  index  of  scriptural  references;  vol.  II  contains 
716  pages  and  an  index  of  Hebrew  and  Aramaic  words  of  134  pages.)  At 
that  time,  Tromm  was  eighty-four  years  of  age,  and  two  years  later  he  died. 
Apparently  the  study  of  biblical  languages  had  done  him  no  harm. 

This  leads  us  to  Johann  Christian  Biel,  who  was  born  at  Braunschweig 
in  1687.  After  having  studied  at  Leipzig  and  Rostock,  he  took  up  theology 
for  one  year  at  Helmstadt.  His  most  important  work  was  Novus  Thesaurus 
Philologicus  sive  Lexicon  in  LXX  et  Alios  Interpretes  et  Scriplores  Apoc- 
ryphos  Veteris  Testamenti ,  but  his  labors  were  not  destined  to  reach  the 
press  during  his  lifetime.  After  all  this  drudgery,  he  died  in  Braunschweig 
in  1745  at  the  early  age  of  fifty-eight.  His  work,  however,  was  taken  up 
by  Esdras  Heinrich  Mutzenbecher,  a  pastor  who  was  born  at  Hamburg  in 
1744.  Under  his  editorship,  the  lexicon  was  published  in  three  parts  at  The 
Hague  in  1779-80.  Mutzenbecher  died  at  Oldenberg  in  1801,  when  he  was 
only  fifty-seven  years  of  age. 

Next  on  the  scene  appeared  Johann  Friedrich  Schleusner,  who  was  born 
at  Leipzig,  January  16,  1759,  and  studied  at  the  university  of  his  native 
city.  He  had  a  rather  remarkable  career.  At  the  age  of  twenty-four,  he 
was  the  morning  preacher  at  the  University  Church  in  Leipzig.  In  1785,  he 
was  called  to  Gottingen,  where  as  professor  extraordinarius  he  lectured  on 
the  exegesis  of  the  Old  and  the  New  Testaments  as  well  as  on  dogmatics 
and  homiletics.  In  1790,  he  was  named  ordentlicher  Professor  and  in  1795, 
he  became  Probst  of  the  Schlosskirche  and  ordentlicher  Professor  of  theology 
at  the  University  of  Wittenberg.  At  the  time  of  his  death  in  that  city  on 
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February  21,  1831,  he  was  the  director  of  the  royal  Predigerseminar,  the 
second  incumbent  in  that  position. 

Biel  had  relied  entirely  upon  his  predecessor  Tromm,  whose  misunder¬ 
standings  and  errors  he  faithfully  transmitted.  In  Biel’s  work,  many  words 
were  lacking;  the  connection  of  words  in  phrases  was  ignored,  and  textual 
criticism  was  neglected.  Consequently,  it  was  as  an  object  of  gratitude  that 
Schleusner  determined,  first  of  all,  to  prepare  a  supplement  to  the  lexicon 
of  Biel.  Beginning  in  1784  and  continuing  for  a  decade,  he  published  his 
various  investigations  of  the  vocabulary  of  the  LXX,  including  the  Apoc¬ 
rypha  and  the  Hexaplaric  fragments.  In  his  researches,  he  studied  classical 
usage  and  also  employed  the  lexica  of  Suidas  (tenth  century  a.d.)  and 
Hesychius  (fifth  century  a.d.  ?)  as  well  as  ecclesiastical  dictionaries,  such 
as  the  famous  one  of  Johann  Casper  Schwyzer  (Suicerus),  Thesaurus  Ecclesi- 
aslicus  e  Patribus  Graecis  (Amsterdam,  1682).  He  also  made  improvements 
and  additions  to  Montfaucon  s  edition  of  Origen’s  Hexapla .  These  extensive 
studies  eventually  came  to  a  climax  in  his  lexicon:  Novus  Thesaurus  Philo- 
logico-crilicus  sive  Lexicon  in  LXX  et  Reliquos  Interpretes  Graecos  ac  Scrip- 
lores  Apocryphos  Veteris  Testamenti  (Leipzig,  1820-21).  In  his  introduction, 
Schleusner  makes  reference  to  his  collating  the  rough  and  undigested 
mass  of  variants— or  even  errors— assembled  by  Holmes.  He  calls  his  labors: 
"in  me  molesium  ac  taediosum  negotium”  (“a  business  annoying  and  tedious 
to  me”).  Without  knowing  the  term,  he  refers  to  himself  as  “a  harmless 
drudge.” 

The  lexicon  of  Schleusner  still  has  great  value  for  LXX  studies,  and  can¬ 
not  be  ignored  as  an  antiquated  piece  of  work.  Under  each  entry,  he  places 
the  Hebrew  (or  Aramaic)  roots  or  words  in  alphabetical  order,  provided 
he  is  not  dealing  with  the  Apocrypha,  and  defines  the  Hebrew  and  Aramaic 
and  the  corresponding  Greek  words.  Often  he  makes  some  critical  obser¬ 
vations  or  explains  how  the  translator  came  to  his  interpretation.  He  may 
suggest  what  word  the  translator  read  in  the  Hebrew  text  or  how  he  treated 
his  original.  He  often  displays  an  uncanny  insight  into  problems  and  inter¬ 
pretations,  but  the  remarkable  thing  is  that,  with  all  his  extensive  theolog¬ 
ical  interests  and  duties,  he  was  able  to  compose  the  lexicon  at  all.  It  is 
written  in  Latin,  the  universal  language  of  scholarship  at  that  time.  Un¬ 
fortunately,  in  the  present  age,  when  many  students  of  divinity  have  little 
Greek,  less  Hebrew,  and  no  Latin,  it  remains  for  some  a  sealed  book. 

Even  though  we  do  not  have  a  modern  lexicon  to  the  LXX,  we  cannot 
say  that  we  are  without  help.  The  Concordance  to  the  LXX,  edited  by  E. 
Hatch  and  H.  A.  Redpath  (Oxford,  1897-1906),  enables  the  student  to  as¬ 
semble  the  evidence  for  the  translation  of  a  certain  Hebrew  or  Aramaic 
word  or  root  in  various  books  of  the  OT.  Accordingly,  it  can  often  take  the 
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place  of  a  LXX  lexicon.  Occasional  help  in  meanings  can  be  found  in  the 
notes  of  F.  Field’s  edition  of  the  Fragments  of  Origen's  Hexapla  (Oxford, 
1875).  Naturally  we  can  find  a  great  deal  of  aid  in  Liddell  and  Scott’s 
Greek  Lexicon  (new  ed.;  Oxford,  1940;  Supplement,  1968),  but  frequently 
it  is  unsatisfactory.  Once  in  a  while  definitions  are  available  in  E.  A.  Soph¬ 
ocles,  Greek  Lexicon  of  the  Roman  and  Byzantine  Periods  (b.c.  146-a.d. 
1100)  (Boston,  1870),  but  generally  the  student  turns  away  in  disappoint¬ 
ment. 

Since  the  Greek  of  the  LXX  represents  the  koine  of  the  third  to  the  first 
century  b.c.,  we  cannot  ignore  the  evidence  of  the  papyri,  and  in  this  con¬ 
nection  we  have  F.  Preisigke,  Worterbuch  der  Griechischen  Papyrusurkunden 
.  .  .  (Berlin,  1925-31),  and  numerous  word  lists  in  various  publications  of 
papyri.  Occasionally  help  is  found  in  J.  H.  Moulton  and  G.  Milligan,  The 
Vocabulary  of  the  Greek  Testament  Illustrated  from  the  Papyri  and  Other 
Non-literary  Sources  (London,  1914-29).  Since  the  LXX  had  a  definite 
influence  upon  the  language  of  the  NT,  we  cannot  ignore  NT  lexicography. 
In  this  connection  mention  should  be  made  of  G.  Kittel,  Theologisches 
Worterbuch  zum  NT  (Stuttgart,  1935—);  W.  Bauer,  Griechisch-Deutsches 
Worterbuch  zu  den  Schriften  des  Neuen  Testaments  und  der  ubrigen  urchrist - 
lichen  Literalur  (5th  ed.,  Berlin,  1958),  and  the  English  translation  by  W. 
F.  Arndt  and  F.  W.  Gingrich,  published  by  the  University  of  Chicago  Press. 
Further  useful  tools  are  W.  F.  Moulton  and  A.  S.  Geden,  A  Concordance 
to  the  Greek  New  Testament  (Edinburgh,  1897),  and  A.  Schmoller,  Handkon- 
kordanz  zum  griechischen  Neuen  Testament  (8th  ed.,  Stuttgart,  1949).  Oc¬ 
casionally  a  non-classical  usage  in  the  LXX  may  be  represented  in  the 
Church  Fathers,  and  in  this  case  some  help  is  available  in  G.  W.  H.  Lampe, 
A  Patristic  Greek  Lexicon  (Oxford,  1961-68).  The  lexicon  of  Hesychius 
gives  numerous  suggestions,  and  from  time  to  time  Suidas  should  be  con¬ 
sulted. 

There  are  times,  however,  when  it  is  necessary  to  compare  the  LXX  with 
MT  in  order  to  arrive  at  a  reasonable  interpretation.  This  is  especially  true 
when  the  idiom  of  the  LXX  is  quite  Hebraic,  but  this  does  not  justify  us 
in  calling  without  qualification  the  vernacular  of  the  LXX  a  Jewish-Greek 
dialect.  As  a  result  of  his  studies  the  writer  has  come  to  the  conclusion  that 
the  Vorlage  of  the  Greek  translators  was  closer  to  MT  than  the  emendations 
of  various  commentators  and  the  notes  in  the  Biblia  Hebraica  of  R.  Kittel 
would  lead  us  to  think.  The  LXX  contains  many  literalisms,  and  some  of 
these  may  imply  that  the  Greek  interpreters  had  a  high  regard  for  the  exact 
letter,  and  some  of  the  crudities  of  rendering  may  have  such  an  origin.  Yet 
surprisingly  we  often  meet  in  the  same  verse  or  adjacent  verses  both  literal¬ 
ism  and  extreme  freedom  of  translation;  at  times,  in  observing  this  phenom- 
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enon,  the  reader  of  the  LXX  is  reminded  of  the  swing  of  a  pendulum  from 
one  end  of  the  arc  to  the  other.  Sometimes  it  appears  that  the  interpreter 
was  working  under  a  tension  between  literalism  and  freedom  of  rendering. 
In  this  way,  a  certain  balance  of  approach  was  maintained  by  the  translator, 
but  in  this  connection  we  should  always  observe  the  atmosphere  of  freedom 
in  the  LXX.  We  have  good  reason  to  believe  that  what  the  interpreters 
had  in  mind  was  to  reproduce  the  sense  of  the  original,  even  though  they 
often  were  not  facile  translators.  There  are  difficulties  ofxrendering  from 
one  language  to  another,  and  this  is  an  obstacle  that  the  Alexandrian  trans¬ 
lators  continually  had  to  face. 

For  a  number  of  years  the  writer  conducted  seminars  on  the  LXX  and 
LXX  lexicography,  and  accordingly  he  began  to  compile  a  dictionary  of 
LXX  Greek.  For  some  years  with  his  graduate  students  he  was  able  to  make 
substantial  progress  on  his  venture,  and  most  of  the  work  compiled  is  now 
on  microfilm  and  deposited  in  the  Speer  Library  of  the  Princeton  Theological 
Seminary.  Unfortunately,  however,  for  reasons  of  age  he  was  forced  to  re¬ 
tire,  and  in  consequence  of  having  no  students  his  work  has  been  severely 
retarded.  Beginning  at  this  point  we  shall  consider  various  phenomena  of 
the  vocabulary  of  the  LXX  as  samples  of  what  confronts  the  lexicographer,1 
but  for  reasons  of  space  the  range  of  citations  will  have  to  be  limited. 

Obviously  there  is  no  need  of  discussing  words  whose  meaning  follows 
normal  classical  usage  or  of  considering  transliterations  and  proper  names. 
A  number  of  words,  however,  may  be  chosen  which  reflect  the  character  of 
the  LXX  vocabulary.  In  treating  various  words  in  their  LXX  sense,  we 
have,  moreover,  to  bear  in  mind  that  “the  Seventy”  were  pioneers  in  biblical 
translation.  The  Greek  language  had  to  be  adapted  to  express  a  realm  of 
thought  foreign  to  Hellenic  culture  and  the  Greek  religion,  and  consequently 
the  translators  had  to  mold  the  language  to  express  the  concepts  of  the  OT; 
in  many  instances,  this  involved  them  in  introducing  vestiges  of  Hebrew 
syntax  into  Greek,  in  using  Greek  words  in  a  Hebraic  sense,  and  in  giving 
to  certain  vocables  connotations  which  they  did  not  have  before.  Generally, 
however,  such  a  transformation  or  extension  of  the  Greek  vocabulary  was  not 
unreasonable  and,  in  many  instances,  was  developed  under  semantic  principles. 

The  following  survey  of  examples  gleaned  from  the  writer’s  collection  of 
LXX  words  will  consider  some  which  represent  a  literalistic  rendering, 
some  which  have  received  a  Hebrew  sense,  and,  finally,  a  few  which  have 
made  a  contribution  to  our  religious  vocabulary.  In  case  the  MT  and  the 
LXX  chapter  and  verse  numbers  differ,  those  of  the  Greek  are  put  in  paren¬ 
theses  or  brackets. 

First  may  be  considered  a  case  where  the  translator  misunderstood  the 
root  and  produced  a  rendering  which  makes  sense  to  the  reader  without 
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violating  the  Greek  idiom.  Such  a  word  is  marturion  (“testimony,” 
“witness”),  which  is  used  to  render  mo'ed  (from  the  root  y'd),  “appointed 
time  or  place,”  “meeting.”  In  interpreting  >hl  miv'd  as  e skene  tou.  marturiou , 
the  translator  derived  the  word  from  the  root  *wd9  which  in  Hiphil  means 
“testify,”  “bear  witness.”  The  instances  of  this  translation  are  so  numerous, 
especially  in  the  Pentateuch,  that  there  is  no  need  to  cite  examples.  It  is 
important,  however,  to  observe  that  in  Ex  30:  36  the  two  Hebrew  roots 
y'd  and  Woccur  in  two  adjacent  phrases:  Ipny  h'dt  b'hl  mw'd  (“before  the 
testimony  in  the  tent  of  meeting”);  in  Greek,  this  appears  as  apenanii  ton 
marturion  en  te  skene  tou  marturiou .  Apparently  the  interpreter  saw  in  these 
two  words  only  the  root  *wd,  and  it  seems  probable  that  here  he  did  not  intend 
to  give  marturion  the  Hebrew  sense  of  “meeting.”  This  usage,  moreover, 
is  found  also  in  Joshua  and  Chronicles.  In  1  Kings  8:  4,  however,  we  twice 
have  the  expression  skenoma  tou  marturiou ,  but  this  hardly  involves  a  change 
of  interpretation,  even  though  it  be  the  sole  instance  of  this  combination. 

In  this  connection  should  also  be  considered  marturion ,  when  it  is  not 

dependent  upon  skene.  -  1  Sam  9:  24,  ky  Imw'd  §mwr-lk  (“for  unto 

the  appointed  time  hath  it  been  kept  for  thee”):  oti  eis  marturion  tetheitai 

soi. _ 13:  8,  §b't  ymym  Imw'd  *$r  Smw'l  (“seven  days  according  to  the 

set  time  that  Samuel  had  appointed”):  epta  emeras  to  marturio  os  eipen  sa- 

mouel .  - vs  11,  Imw'd  hymym  (“within  the  days  appointed”):  en  to 

marturio  ton  emeron _  20:35,  Imw'd  dwd  (“at  the  time  appointed 

with  David”):  eis  to  marturion  daueid .  These  four  citations  from  1  Sam 
evidently  are  cases  of  what  was  intended  to  be  a  literalistic  translation 
resting,  nevertheless,  upon  a  misunderstanding  of  the  root.  It  may,  how¬ 
ever,  be  asked  whether  here  the  interpreter  had  meant  to  give  the  noun 
mariurion  the  Hebrew  meaning  “appointed  time  or  place,”  “meeting,”  or 
whether  he  did  not  understand  the  word.  On  account  of  the  consistent  usage 
of  marturion  in  the  Pentateuch  in  the  sense  of  “witness,  testimony,”  it  is 
possible  that  the  translator  did  not  fully  understand  the  word,  and  rendered 
it  mechanically  or  in  traditional  fashion;  in  other  words,  he  let  it  go  at  that, 
and  was  satisfied  with  what  he  had  accomplished  in  having  made  what 
appeared  to  him  a  literal  rendering.  Sometimes,  in  fact,  it  is  necessary  to 
compare  MT  with  the  Greek  in  order  to  understand  the  LXX. 

From  this,  we  may  proceed  to  instances  where  Greek  words  received  a 
Hebrew  meaning. 

ikanos  (“sufficient,”  “adequate”) 

Under  this  word  may  be  cited  a  Hebrew  idiom  found  in  the  Origenian 
addition,  1  Sam  18:  30,  wyhy  mdy  sHm  (“and  it  came  to  pass  as  often  as  they 
went  forth”):  kai  egeneto  aph  ikanou  exodias  auton .  The  same  idiom  occurs 
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in  2  Kings  4:  8,  wyhy  mdy  ‘brw  ysr  smh  l>kl-fym  (“and  it  came  to  pass  that, 
as  often  as  he  passed  by,  he  turned  in  thither  to  eat  bread”):  kai  egenelo 
aph  ikanou  tou  eisporeueslhai  auton  exeklinen  tou  ekei  phagein.  In  both 
instances,  through  a  literalism,  the  phrase  aph  ikanou  assumed  a  Hebrew 
meaning  it  does  not  have  in  classical  Greek. 

potos,  o  (“drinking  bout,”  “carousal”) 

In  a  literalistic  rendering,  this  word  is  used  to  translate  mSth  (“feast,” 
“banquet”).  Different  individuals  made  a  mSth  (“feast”):  Abraham  (Gen 
19:  3);  Pharaoh  (Gen  40:  20);  Samson  (Judg  14:  10,  12,  17);  Nabal  (1  Sam 
25:  36);  David  (2  Sam  3:  20);  Solomon  (1  Kings  3:  15);  Esther  (Esther  1: 
9;  6: 14);  Ahasuerus  (Esther,  1:  5;  2:  18);  the  sons  of  Job  (Job  1:  4-5).  Qohe- 
leth  (7:  2[3])  says,  “It  is  better  to  go  to  the  house  of  mourning  than  to  the 
house  of  mSth  (potos)”  Jeremiah  (16:  8)  was  not  to  go  to  the  house  of  mSlh 
(potos).  In  all  these  passages,  the  literal  meaning  of  the  Hebrew  root  is 
reproduced,  and  polos  receives  a  Hebrew  coloring  and  has  to  be  understood 
in  the  sense  of  “feast.” 


pronome,e  (“foraging”,  “foray”;  pi.  “foraging  parties,”  “plunder,”  “booty,” 
“store,”  “provision”) 

In  1  Kings  9:  15  [also  A]  (10:  23,  B),  the  narrative  reads:  “And  this  is  the 
account  of  the  ms  [forced  labor],  which  Solomon  levied.”  In  Greek  ms  is 
rendered  pronome ;  thus  goes  the  Greek:  aute  en  e  pragmateia  tes  pronomes. 
Clearly  in  this  case,  pronome  signifies  the  same  as  Hebrew  ms;  it  has  re¬ 
ceived  a  Hebrew  meaning.  It  may  be  that  the  translator  made  the  subtle 
suggestion  that  the  corvee  was  a  form  of  plunder.  Yet  this  may  not  be 
entirely  original,  for  Hesychius  defines  pronomia:  ta  opheilomena  to  axiomati 
e  e  ek  ton  nomon  exousia.  Apparently  he  recognizes  in  the  expression  an 
obligation  of  services  to  the  state.  At  any  rate,  it  is  not  necessary  to  assume 
that  the  translator  read  habbaz  instead  of  hammas. 

prostithemi 

Among  its  meanings  is  “add,”  and  this  signification  adequately  expressed 
the  sense  of  ysp  (“add”).  A  few  examples  by  way  of  illustration  may  be 
drawn  from  the  Pentateuch.  For  the  Qal,  cf  Lev  22:  14,  wysp  hmiytw  ‘lyw 
(“he  shall  add  the  fifth  part  of  it  unto  it”):  kai  prosthesei  to  epipemplon 

aulou  ep  auto.  Cf  also  Lev  27:  13,  15,  19,  27.  - Num  32:  14:  Ispwl 

'wd  •/  brum  ‘p-yhwh  (“to  add  still  further  to  the.fierce  anger  of  YHWH”): 

prostheinai  eti  epi  ton  thumon  tes  orges  kuriou.  _ Deut  19:  9,  wyspt 

Ik  ‘wd  SIS  ‘ rym  (“then  thou  shalt  add  three  cities  more  for  thee”):  kai  pros- 
theseis  sauld  eti  treis  poleis.  The  Niphal  also  is  used  in  this  sense:  cf  Ex  1: 
10,  wnwsp  gm-hw '  ‘ l-Sn'ynw  (“they  add  themselves,”  i.e.,  “join  themselves 
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unto  our  enemies”):  prostethesontai  kai  outoi  pros  tous  upenantious.  For  the 
adding  of  an  inheritance,  cf  Num  36:  3-4,  where  prostethesetai  represents 
the  Niphal  of  ysp. 

A  few  examples  of  the  Hiphil  may  also  be  cited:  Gen  30:  24,  ysp  yhwh 
ly  bn  'hr  (“may  YHWH  add  to  me  another  son”):  proslhelo  o  theos  moi  uion 

eteron.  - Lev  5: 16,  wH-hmySlw  ywsp  ' lyw  (“and  the  fifth  of  it  [that  is, 

of  its  value]  he  shall  add  to  it”):  kai  to  epipempton  prosthesei  ep  auto.  Cf 
also  Lev  5:  24  [6:5]. 

From  this  literal  meaning  of  prostithemi,  it  was  easy  in  Hebrew  fashion 
for  the  verb  with  a  dependent  infinitive  to  express  repetition  in  the  sense  of 
“again.”  This  usage  is  found  in  the  Qal  in  a  number  of  passages  in  which 
prostithemi  has  assumed  the  Hebrew  sense  of  repetition;  when  MT  has  the 

adverb  ‘ wd ,  it  is  represented  by  eti.  - Gen  8:  12,  wl'-ysph  Swb  ' lyw 

• wd  (“and  she  [the  dove]  did  not  return  to  him  anymore”):  kai  ou  prosetheio 

tou  epistrepsai  pros  auton  eti. - 38:  26,  i vl'-ysp  'wd  Id'th  (“and  he  knew 

her  again  no  more”):  kai  ou  prosetheio  eti  tou  gnonai  auten.  For  a  similar 
usage  to  render  the  Qal  of  ysp,  cf  Lev  26: 18;  Num  11:  25,  without  dependent 
infinitive;  32:  15;  Deut  5:  22[25];  20:  8. 

The  verb  ysp  denoting  repetition,  however,  in  the  Pentateuch  has  more 
examples  of  the  Hiphil  than  of  the  Qal.  The  following  may  in  this  con¬ 
nection  be  cited:  Gen  4:  2,  wtsp  lldl  (“and  again  she  bore”):  kai  prosetheken 

tekein.  _ 4:  12,  I'-tsp  ll-khh  Ik  (“it  shall  no  longer  yield  to  you  its 

strength”):  kai  ou  prosthesei  ten  ischun  autes  dounai  soi.  For  a  similar 
usage  in  Genesis,  cf  8:  21;  18:  29;  37:  8;  44:  23.  In  Gen  25:  1,  the  verb  ysp 
is  followed  by  the  waw  consecutive  and  the  imperfect  tense:  wysp  ’ brhm 
wyqh  'Sh  (“and  Abraham  took  another  wife”);  in  this  case,  the  Greek  sentence 
starts  with  the  participle:  proslhemenos  de  Abraam  elaben  gunaika.  In  both 
languages,  the  sense  of  “another”  is  implied  in  the  sentence.  For  a  similar 
construction,  cf  Gen  38:  5. 

This  sense  of  repetition  in  the  Hiphil  expressed  by  prostithemi  is  found 
also  in  Ex  8:  25[29];  9:  28,  34;  11:  6;  14:  13;  Num  22:  15,  19.  25;  Deut  3: 
26;  13:  12[11];  17:  16;  18:  16;  19:  20;  28:  68.  In  Num  22:  26,  wywsp  ml'k- 
yhwh  'bwr  (“and  the  angel  of  YHWH  went  further”)  is  thus  rendered:  kai 
prosetheio  o  aggelos  tou  theou  kai  apelthon.  In  Ex  10:  28,  there  is  a  negative, 
hSmr  Ik  * l-lsp  rywt  pny  (“take  heed  to  thyself,  do  not  see  my  face  again”): 
proseche  seauto  eti  prostheinai  idein  mou  to  prosopon.  In  this  case  the  LXX  does 
not  render  the  negative,  but  evidently  it  is  felt  in  the  context  in  the  verb 
proseche.  The  negative  is  found,  however,  in  two  minuscules,  in  the  Syro- 
Hexaplar,  and  in  the  Bohairic  (wd.).  In  Ex  5:  7,  MT  has  the  root  *sp  for 
ysp:  l’  1‘spwn  lit  tbn  I'm ;  here,  however,  the  Samaritan  text  writes  twsypwn: 
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(“ye  shall  no  more  give  the  people  straw”):  ouketi  proslelhesetai  didonai 
achuron  to  lad. 

In  Judg  2:  3,  a  variant  reading  is  indicated  by  the  hypolemniscus  (-r-), 
which  is  not  represented  in  the  MT:  ou  proslheso  lou  meloikisai  ton  laon 
on  eipa/lou  exolelhreusai  (“I  will  not  again  resettle  [or,  deport]  the  people 
whom  I  determined  to  destroy  utterly”).  It  may  also  be  noted  that  the 
Hebraic  use  of  prostithemi  occurs  in  the  NT,  and  accordingly  is  an  example 
of  the  importance  of  the  LXX  for  the  vocabulary  and  syntax  of  NT  Greek. 

In  connection  with  prostithemi  for  ysp  may  be  investigated  sph  (“snatch 
away”;  intransitive,  “come  to  destruction  or  to  an  end”);  in  Syriac,  however, 
sp’  means  “collect,”  “heap  together,”  while  in  Jewish  Aramaic,  the  root 
signifies  “collect,”  “disappear.”  Two  examples  of  the  Qal  may  be  cited: 
Num  32: 14,  Ispwl  lwd  * l  fyrwn  y p-yhwh  (“to  add  still  more  to  the  fierce  anger 

of  YHWH”):  prostheinai  eti  epi  ton  thumon  tes  orges  kuriou.  _  Is  30: 

1,  Im'n  spwt  ht't  'l-ht’l  (“in  order  to  add  sin  to  sin”):  prostheinai  amarlias 
eph  amartias.  In  both  cases,  however,  it  has  been  proposed  to  read  sepet 
(from  ysp )  instead  of  s'pot.  Apparently  the  LXX  gave  the  root  sph  this 
rendering  by  association  with  ysp,  unless  the  translators  knew  one  of  the 
Aramaic  meanings. 

In  Amos  3:  15,  however,  a  different  problem  confronts  us:  wspw  btym 
rbym  (“and  the  great  [or  many]  houses  shall  come  to  an  end”):  kai  prosle- 
thesontai  eleroi  oikoi  polloi.  In  the  context  of  the  LXX,  this  can  mean: 
“And  shall  be  added  [to  destruction]  many  other  houses,”  unless  we  assume 
the  possibility  that  the  verb  received  a  Hebrew  connotation. 

This  brings  us  to  the  Niphal  of  sph.  -  1  Sam  12:  25,  gm-'tm  gm- 

mlkkm  tsphw  (“ye  shall  be  swept  away,  both  ye  and  your  king”):  kai  umeis 
kai  o  basileus  nmon  prostethesesthe.  In  the  context  there  is  a  reference  to 
a  calamity,  and  accordingly  the  Greek  may  signify:  “both  ye  and  your  king 
shall  be  handed  over,  or  added  [to  destruction].”  Obviously  the  verb  in  this 
context  has  received  a  Hebrew  sense.  A  similar  usage  is  found  in  1  Sam  26: 
10,  wnsph  (“and  he  be  swept  away,  or  perish”)  kai  prcstethe.  This  verse  refers 
to  a  battle,  and  the  Greek  means  the  same  as  the  Hebrew;  perhaps  there  is 
a  semantic  development  from  “being  added  or  delivered  [to  destruction]” 
to  “to  be  swept  away.”  Such  a  meaning  is  also  encountered  in  1  Sam  27: 
1,  * th  'essapeh  ywm-'hd  byd-s’ivl  (“I  shall  now  be  swept  away,  or  perish, 
one  day  by  the  hand  of  Saul”):  nun  prostethesomai  en  emera  mia  eis  cheiras 
saoul.  In  this  example,  the  difficulty  apparently  is  eliminated  through  the 
preposition  eis:  “Now  I  shall  be  deliverd  one  day  into  the  hands  of  Saul.” 
In  this  case,  the  sense  of  the  Greek  is  clear. 

The  Hebrew  root  ’ sp  (“gather”)  is  also  rendered  literally  by  prostithemi, 
and  when  the  Niphal  signifies  that  a  deceased  person  is  gathered  to  his  people, 
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there  is  no  problem;  for  example,  Abraham  in  Gen  25:  8,  wy'sp  'l-lmyw 
(“and  he  was  gathered  to  his  people”):  kai  prosetethe  pros  ton  laon  auiou . 
For  other  examples  of  this  usage,  cf  Gen  25:  17;  35:  29;  49:  29,  33;  Num 
20:  24,  26;  27:  13;  31:  2. 

While  the  root  ’ sp  has  a  basic  connotation  of  “gather,”  it  also  developed 
the  sense  of  “gather  and  take  away,”  “remove,”  “withdraw,”  and,  finally, 
“destroy.”  In  this  connection  should  be  noted  Judg  18:  25,  w'spth  np$k 
wnp§  byik  (“and  thou  lose  thy  life  with  the  lives  of  thy  household”):  prosthe- 
sousin  psuchen  [sou.  A]  kai  ten  psuchen  tou  oikou  sou .  Here  the  Greek  verb 
obviously  has  the  Hebrew  meaning  “destroy.”  A  similar  interpretation  is 
met  in  1  Sam  15:  6,  pn-’spk  lmw  (“lest  I  destroy  you  with  him”):  me  prostho 
se  met  autou .  In  such  passages,  it  may  at  times  be  difficult  to  understand 
the  Greek  without  making  a  comparison  with  the  Hebrew  text. 

In  connection  with  this  usage  of  prostithemi  having  this  Hebrew  meaning 
of  ’sp  should  be  observed  a  few  cases  of  sunago  which  has  assumed  a  Hebrew 

signification.  - 1  Sam  14: 19,  ’sp  ydk  (“withdraw  thy  hand”):  sunagage 

tas  cheiras  sou.  In  line  with  this  interpretation  may  also  be  considered  apo- 

sunago  as  a  rendering  of  *sp.  - 2  Kings  5:  11,  w>sp  hmsr c  (“and  recover 

the  leper”):  kai  aposunaxei  to  lepron  (“he  will  remove  the  leprosy”);  in  vss 
3,  6,  7  the  verb  aposunago  means  “to  remove”  a  person  from  his  leprosy — 
that  is,  to  cure  him  of  leprosy. 

Finally,  it  should  be  noted  that  in  Sir  14:  4,  the  verb  sunago  is  employed 
in  two  senses  in  the  same  verse:  mwn€  np$w  yqbs  Vfyr  (“he  that  withholdeth 
from  himself,  gathereth  for  another”):  o  sunagon  apo  tes  psuches  autou  sunagei 
allois  (“he  that  withholdeth  from  himself,  gathereth  for  others”).  In  this 
passage  the  first  Greek  verb  has  received  a  Hebrew  sense,  while  in  the 
second  instance  the  Greek  meaning  has  been  retained. 

skeptron,  to  (“staff,”  “stick”) 

As  a  translation  of  the  Hebrew  §bt  (“rod,”  “staff”),  the  LXX  follows 
normal  Greek  usage.  In  Hebrew,  Sbt,  however,  also  means  “tribe,”  and 

this  sense  has  been  adopted  by  the  LXX.  -  1  Sam  2:  28,  mkl-Sbty 

ysr'l  (“from  all  the  tribes  of  Israel”):  ek  ponton  ton  skeptron  Israel ,  - 

9:  21,  mqtny  §bty  y&r'l  (“of  the  smallest  of  the  tribes  of  Israel”):  tou  mikrou 
skeptrou  phules  Israel .  In  this  verse,  Sbt  is  represented  also  in  the  second 

sentence  by  skeptron .  -  10:  19;  Ubiykm  (“by  your  tribes”):  kata  ia 

skeptra  umon .  - 10:  20,  kl-Sbty  ysr'l  wylkd  Sbt  bnymn  (“all  the  tribes 

of  Israel,  and  the  tribe  of  Benjamin  was  taken”):  panta  ta  skeptra  Israel 
kai  katakleroutai  skeptron  Beniamein. 

In  vs  21,  skeptron  represents  $bt,  while  eis  phulas  stands  for  ImSpht  (pi., 
Q).  For  further  examples  of  skeptron  as  a  rendering  of  Sbt9  cf  1  Sam  15: 
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17;  1  Kings  8:  16;  11:  13,  31,  32,  35,  36;  12:  20-21.  While  this  usage  does 
not  occur  in  the  NT,  it  is  found  in  some  of  the  Patristic  writers. 

sumphoneo  (“be  in  harmony,”  “make  an  agreement”) 

This  verb  is  used  in  Gen  14:  3  to  render  hbr  (“unite,”  “be  joined”):  kl-*lh 
bbrw  (“all  these  joined  forces”):  ponies  outoi  sunephonesan.  While  this  may 
be  regarded  as  a  free  translation  of  hbr ,  in  this  case  sumphoneo  has  a  Hebrew 
meaning:  “to  join  forces.”  The  development  of  this  military  sense  can  easily 
be  comprehended  in  the  context. 

sunapid  (“join  together,”  “connect,”  “approach,”  “make  contact”) 

This  verb  is  employed  to  render  the  Hebrew  dbq ,  which  in  the  Hiphil  devel¬ 
oped  the  sense  “pursue  closely,”  which  led  to  the  meaning  “overtake.” _ 

1  Sam  14:  22,  wydbqw  gm-hmh  'fyryhm  bmlfymh  (“they  followed  hard  after 
them  in  the  battle”):  kai  sunaptousin  kai  auloi  opiso  auton  eis  po lemon. 

-  31:  2,  wydbqw  pUtym  *t+$ywl  (“and  the  Philistines  followed  hard 

upon  [or  overtook]  Saul”):  kai  sunaptousin  allophuloi  to  Saoul.  _  2 

Sam  1:  6,  wblly  hprSym  hdbqhw  (“and  the  horsemen  pressed  hard  upon  him”): 
kai  oi  ipparchai  sunepsan  auto.  In  these  cases,  sunapto  received  the  Hebrew 
sense  of  dbq ,  and  should  be  rendered  “pursue  closely,”  “overtake.” 

sunecho  (“hold  or  keep  together,”  “enclose,”  “compass,”  “constrain”) 

Hebrew  swr  means  “confine,”  “shut  up,”  and  “besiege.”  An  example  of 
the  sense  of  “besiege”  occurs  in  1  Sam  23:  8,  Iswr  >l-dwd  w'l-'nfyw  (“to 
besiege  David  and  his  men”):  sunechein  ton  Daueid  kai  ious  andras  auiou. 
In  this  case,  sunecho  represents  swr ,  from  which  it  has  taken  over  a  Hebrew 
shade  of  meaning.  In  the  context,  however,  such  a  semantic  development 
is  easy  to  understand. 

suniemi 

From  the  literal  meaning  “bring  together,”  “set  together”  came  that  of 
“perceive,”  “observe,”  “understand.”  This  verb,  however,  under  the  in¬ 
fluence  of  Hebrew  can  have  another  development  in  LXX  Greek. 

As  a  translation  of  ski  in  the  Qal  (“be  prudent,”  “circumspect”),  it  may 
also  signify  “deal  wisely,”  “prosper,”  “have  success.”  One  such  example 
is  found  in  a  Hexaplaric  addition  in  1  Sam  18:  30,  ski  dwd  mkl  lbdy  $>wl 
(“David  had  more  success  than  all  the  servants  of  Saul”):  suneken  Daueid 
para  pantas  lous  doulous  saoul .  Obviously  the  Greek  verb  here  has  the  same 
meaning  as  its  Hebrew  counterpart. 

In  the  Hiphil,  the  root  £kl  means  “consider,”  “ponder”;  from  this  is  de¬ 
rived  the  sense  “have  insight,  or  understanding”;  then  it  has  the  signification 
“act  circumspectly  or  prudently,”  whence  it  finally  denotes  either  “to 
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prosper”  or  “to  deal  wisely.”2 -  Deut  29:  8  [9],  lm*n  tskylw  H  kl-'$r 

t'swn  (“that  ye  may  cause  to  prosper,  or  deal  wisely  in,  all  that  ye  do”): 
ina  sunete  pania  osa  poiesete  (“that  ye  may  bring  to  a  successful  conclusion, 

or  cause  to  prosper,  all  that  ye  will  do”).  -  Josh  1:  7,  lmcn  t&kyl  bkl 

>§r  tlk  (“that  thou  mayest  have  success  whithersoever  thou  goest”);  vs  8, 
w'z  tskyl  (“and  then  thou  shalt  have  success”):  ina  sunes  en  pasin  ois  ean 

prasses  .  .  .  kai  tote  suneseis.  - 1  Sam  18:  5,  bkl  >$r  yMfynw  S'wl  yskyl 

(“whithersoever  Saul  sent  him,  he  had  success”):  in  a  Hexaplaric  addition, 

en  pasin  ois  apesteilen  auton  Saoul  suneken .  -  18:  14,  wyhy  dwd  Ikl- 

drkyw  mskyl  (“and  David  acted  wisely”  or  “was  successful  in  all  his  ways”): 
kai  en  Daueid  en  pasais  tais  odois  autou  sunion .  It  should  be  noted  that  the 

LXX,  like  MT,  uses  the  participle.  -  18:  15,  wyr*  §>wl  ' §r-hwy  mskyl 

m'd  (“and  when  Saul  saw  that  he  was  very  successful”):  kai  eiden  Saoul  os 

autos  suniei  sphodra .  -  1  Kings  2:  3,  lm(n  tikyl  *t  kl-J§r  t'sh  (“that 

thou  mayest  cause  to  prosper,  that  thou  mayest  prosper  in”  or  “that  thou 
mayest  deal  wisely  in  all  that  thou  doest”):  ina  suneseis  a  poieseis  (“that 
thou  mayest  bring  to  a  successful  conclusion,  or  cause  to  prosper,  whatever 

thou  wilt  do”).  _ 2  Kings  18:  7,  bkl  ^r-ys’  yskyl  (“whithersoever  he 

went  forth,  he  prospered”):  en  pasin  ois  epoiei  suneken .  - Is  52:  13, 

hnh  yskyl  c bdy  (“Behold,  my  servant  shall  prosper,  or  deal  wisely”):  idou 

sunesei  o  pais  mou .  _ Jer  23:  5,  wmlk  mlk  whskyl  (“he  shall  reign  as 

a  king  and  prosper,  or  deal  wisely”):  kai  basileusei  basileus  kai  sunesei . 
From  these  examples,  it  is  obvious  that  the  verb  suniemi  took  on  a  Hebrew 
connotation  in  the  LXX. 

sunteleia^  e 

This  noun  has  a  number  of  meanings,  of  which  only  two  need  to  be  cited 
in  this  connection:  “completion,”  “completed  action.” 

In  1  Kings  6:  25  (24)  the  two  cherubim  had  qsb  *%d  (“one  form”).  Since 
the  verb  qsb  means  “cut,”  “cut  off,”  we  can  understand  how  the  noun 
qeseb  developed  the  signification  of  “form”  from  “to  cut.”  At  any  rate,  in 
this  passage  qsb  * hd  is  rendered  sunteleia  mia ,  and  in  the  context  is  to  be 
interpreted  in  the  Hebrew  sense:  “one  form.”  To  explain  this  usage,  we 
may  start  with  the  verb  sunleleo  (“bring  to  an  end,  complete”)  and  one 
connotation  of  sunteleia  (“completion”).  We  may  postulate  this  semantic 
development:  “completion”  can  be  understood  as  “final  shape,”  or  “form.” 
At  any  rate,  sunteleia  has  assumed  the  Hebrew  meaning  “form”  in  this 
passage. 

sozo  (in  the  passive,  “to  be  saved  from  death,  kept  alive,  preserved”;  “to 
come  safe  to  a  place”) 
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In  the  Niphal,  mlt  signifies  “slip  away,”  “escape,”  “be  delivered.”  In 
a  number  of  passages,  where  the  Niphal  of  mlt  is  rendered  by  sozo  in  the 
passive,  it  may  be  difficult  to  determine  whether  the  verb  means  “to  be 
delivered”  or  “to  escape,”  since  the  two  senses  inevitably  blend  into  each 
other.  In  many  cases,  however,  the  translator  gave  sozo  the  connotation  of 
“escape”;  but  first  should  be  investigated  instances  where  the  regular 
Greek  meaning  may  have  been  used  in  a  free  translation;  these  may  be 
designated  as  borderline  cases,  where  the  concept  of  “escape”  and  “deliver 

oneself”  are  equally  good. - 1  Sam  19:  12,  wybrJji,  wymlt  (“and  fled  and 

escaped”):  kai  ephugen  kai  sozetai.  - vs.  18,  wdwd  brh  wymlt  (“now 

David  fled  and  escaped”):  kai  Daueid  ephugen  kai  diesothe ,  ( esothe ,  A) _ 

Esther  4:  13,  * l-tdmy  bnp§k  Ihmlt  (“think  not  with  thyself  that  thou  shalt  es¬ 
cape”):  me  eipes  seaute  oti  sothese  mone.  - Job  1:  15  and  16,  w'mlth  rq- 

'ny  Ibdy  (“and  I  only  am  escaped”):  sotheis  de  ego  monos  elthon - - Is  20: 

6,  wyyk  nmlt  'nfynw  (“and  how  shall  we  escape?”):  kai  pos  emeis  sothesometha . 

- Jer  32[39] :  4,  />  ymlt  myd  hksdym  (“and  shall  not  escape  out  of  the 

hand  of  the  Chaldeans”):  ou  me  sothe  ek  cheiros  ton  chaldaion .  _ 34[41] : 

3,  wyth  ly  tmlt  mydw ,  (“and  thou  shalt  not  escape  out  of  his  hand”):  kai  su 

ou  me  sothes  ek  cheiros  autou.  -  38[45]:  18  and  23,  w'th  V-tmlt  mydm 

(“and  thou  shalt  not  escape  out  of  their  hand”):  kai  su  ou  me  sothes . 

In  passages,  however,  where  motion  is  implied  or  a  destination  is  indicated, 

the  Hebrew  meaning  of  “escape”  is  obvious  in  the  Greek  verb.  _ Gen 

19:  17,  hmlt  ‘/-npi/c  .  .  .  hhrh  hmlt  (“escape  for  thy  life  .  .  .  escape  to  the 
mountain”):  sozon  soze  ten  seautou  psuchen  .  .  .  eis  to  oros  sozou.  - 

1  Sam  27:  1,  * yn-ly  twb  ky  hmlt  y mlt  yl-yrs  ptftym  (“there  is  nothing  better 
for  me  than  that  I  should  escape  into  the  land  of  the  Philistines”):  kai  ouk 

estin  moi  agathon  ean  me  sotho  eis  gen  allophulon .  -  1  Kings  18:  40, 

when  the  prophets  of  Baal  were  seized,  Elijah  said  >yi  ' l-ymlt  mhm  (“let 
not  one  of  them  escape”):  metheis  solheto  ex  auton .  -  19:  17,  in  con¬ 

nection  with  slaying  by  Hazael  and  Jehu,  hnmlt  mfyrb  hzyl .  .  .  whnmlt  mfyrb 
yhwy  (“let  him  that  escapeth  from  the  sword  of  Hazael  .  .  .  and  him  that 
escapeth  from  the  sword  of  Jehu”):  ton  sozomenon  ek  romphaias  Azael .  ,  . 

kai  ton  sozomenon  ek  romphaias  eiou.  - 20[21]:  20,  wymlt  bn-hdd  mlk 

yrm  * l-sws  wprsym  (“and  Benhadad,  king  of  Aram,  escaped  on  a  horse  with 
horsemen”):  kai  sozetai  uios  Ader  basileus  Surias  eph  ippou  ippeos .  - 

2  Kings  19:  37,  whmh  nmltw  yrs  yrrt  (“and  they  escaped  into  the  land  of  Ara¬ 
rat”):  kai  autoi  esothesan  eis  gen  Ararath .  - 2  Chron  16:  7,  */-£/?  nmlt 

hyl  mlk-yrm  mydk  (“therefore  is  the  host  of  the  king  of  Aram  escaped  out  of 

thy  hand”):  dia  touto  esothe  dunamis  Surias  apo  tes  cheiros  sou .  -  Jer 

41[48]:  15,  nmlt  bSmnh  yn§ym  mpny  ywlinn  wylk  yl-bny  cmwn  ([and  Ishmael] 
“escaped  from  Johanan  with  eight  men  and  went  to  the  Ammonites”): 
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esothe  sun  oktd  anthropois  kai  ocheto  pros  tous  uious  Ammon .  - 48[31]: 

19,  §yly-ns-wnmlth  (“ask  him  that  fleeth  and  her  that  escapeth”):  kai  eroteson 
pheugonta  kai  sozomenon  (“and  ask  him  that  is  fleeing  and  him  that  is  escap¬ 
ing”).  - Ezek  17:  18,  in  referring  to  Zedekiah,  ly  ymlt  (“he  shall  not 

escape”):  me  solheselai\  in  this  case  “escape”  and  “be  delivered”  are  very 
close  in  meaning,  but  in  the  context  the  sense  seems  to  be  “escape.” 

trissos ,  -e,  -on  (“threefold”) 

In  1  Kings  9:  22  occurs  the  combination  sryw  w§l§yw  (“his  princes  and 
his  captains”).  This  verse  is  not  represented  in  the  Old  Greek,  but  in  the 
Origenian  addition  of  this  passage  introduced  from  Aquila  we  have  the 
words  archontes  autou  kai  trissoi  autou .  In  the  context  trissoi ,  which  is  a 
literalistic  rendering  of  the  plural  of  §lys,  has  to  mean  “officers,”  “adjutants,” 
or  “captains,”  as  in  Hebrew.  In  2  Chron  8:  9,  the  plural  of  this  noun  is 
rendered  dunatoi ;  this  shows  that  the  translators  knew  what  the  Hebrew 
word  signified.  In  2  Kings  11:  10,  tous  Irissous  is  a  case  where  either  a 
copyist  or  the  translator  misread  hSltym  as  h§lsym ,  and  so  this  cannot  be 
considered  in  this  connection. 

The  problem,  however,  may  be  different  in  the  book  of  Ezekiel,  where 
trissos  seems  to  mean  “pertaining  to  a  leader,”  or  “distinguished.”  In  Ezek 
23:  23,  SISym  wqrw'ym  has  been  interpreted  “officers  and  warriors,”  “cap¬ 
tains  and  counselors,”  and  “captains  and  men  of  renown.”  In  Greek,  this 
has  been  rendered  trissous  kai  onomastous ,  a  literalistic  translation;  this  may 
be  understood  as  “distinguished  and  notable  ones.”  This  takes  us  back  to 
vs  15  in  the  same  chapter:  mryh  §l§ym  klm ,  which  means  literally:  “the  ap¬ 
pearance  of  officers  [captains],  all  of  them.”  Here  the  Greek  reads:  opsis 
trisse  panton ,  which  may  be  rendered  “a  distinguished  appearance  of  all,” 
or  “an  officerlike  look  of  all.”  This  signifies  that  they  all  looked  distinguished, 
or  had  an  appearance  like  that  of  officers.  In  these  passages,  the  LXX  gave 
trissos  a  sense  it  did  not  have  in  Greek  literature.  In  fact,  the  Greek  in  this 
usage  would  be  hardly  intelligible  without  a  comparison  with  MT. 

In  connection  with  the  expression  “forever”  has  to  be  considered  the 
root  nsfy,  which  means  “be  preeminent,”  “enduring”;  in  post-biblical  Hebrew, 
it  developed  the  sense  “be  victorious,”  “win,”  “prevail”;  in  Judeo-Aramaic 
and  Syriac,  it  signifies  “be  brilliant,  distinguished,”  “conquer,”  “triumph.” 
Hebrew  nesah  denotes  “eminence,”  “continuance,”  “everlastingness,”  “per¬ 
petuity,”  whence  the  phrase  Insh  signifies  “forever”  and  is  rendered  (1) 

eis  telos ,  Ps  9:  7.  - (2).  with  a  negative:  eis  ton  aiona ,  Is  28:  28;  Jer 

50:  39  [27:39];  eis  ton  aiona  chronon ,  Is  13:  20;  33:  20.  In  Is  57:  16,  in  a 
parallelism  with  a  negative,  I'wlm  is  rendered  eis  ton  aiona  and  Insfy ,  dia  pan¬ 
tos .  In  Ps  49[48]:  20,  which  has  a  negative,  ‘d-ns#  is  interpreted  eos  aionos. 
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At  this  point  may  be  considered  eis  nikos  (“forever”).  In  this  connection 
should  be  cited  2  Sam  2:  26,  hlnsh  Vkl  hrb  (“shall  the  sword  devour  for¬ 
ever?”):  me  eis  nikos  kataphagetai  e  romphaia.  _ Job  36:  7  wysybm 

Insfy  (“and  he  setteth  them  forever”):  kai  kathiei  autous  eis  nikos.  _ 

Amos  1:  11,  w'brtw  §mrh  nsh  (“and  he  kept  his  wrath  forever”):  kai  to 

ormema  autou  ephulaxen  eis  nikos.  -  8:  7,  >m-'§kh  lnsb  kl-m'syhm 

(“surely  I  will  never  forget  any  of  their  deeds”):  ei  epilesthesetai  eis  nikos 

pania  ta  erga  umon.  - In  Zeph  3:  5,  we  have  kai  ouk  eis  nikos  adikian , 

for  which  no  Hebrew  is  extant.  -  Is  25:  8,  bl<  hmwt  Insh  (“he  will 

swallow  up  death  forever”):  Aquila  and  Theodotion  render  Insh  eis  nikos . 

- -  In  Is  34:  10,  Insh  nstym  (“forever  and  ever”)  is  rendered  by  Aquila 

and  Theodotion  literalisticallv  eis  nikos  nikeon.  _ Lam  5:  20,  Imh  Insli 

t§khnw  (  wherefore  dost  thou  forget  us  forever?”):  ina  ii  eis  nikos  epilese 
emon.  Finally,  in  Jer  3:  5,  in  a  parallelism,  l€wlm  in  the  first  member  is 
rendered  eis  ton  aiona ,  while  Insh  is  translated  literally  eis  nikos.  This 
passage  decides  the  meaning  of  eis  nikos  as  “forever.” 

This  study  of  nikos  leads  to  the  NT,  1  Cor  15:  54:  katepothe  o  thanatos  eis 
nikos ,  which  is  the  rendering  by  Theodotion  of  Is  25:  8.  The  LXX  inter¬ 
preted  Insh  by  ischusas ,  but  both  Aquila  and  Theodotion  translated  it  eis 
nikos ,  In  this  case,  Saint  Paul  quotes  Theodotion.  In  the  context  of  the 
Epistle  to  the  Corinthians,  it  appears  that  the  standard  English  translation 
has  to  be  retained:  “Death  is  swallowed  up  in  victory.”  Yet  at  the  same 
time,  we  may  consider  a  double  entendre  in  the  passage  and  bear  in  mind 
the  OT  interpretation  by  Theodotion:  “Death  is  swallowed  up  forever.”  At 
any  rate,  in  the  LXX  as  a  rendering  of  Insh  the  phrase  eis  nikos  in  the  sense 
of  “forever”  is  well  established. 

This  selection  of  words  from  a  large  accumulation  extending  over  a  num¬ 
ber  of  years  in  the  writer’s  files  shows  some  of  the  situations  that  confront 
a  lexicographer  of  the  LXX.  It  must  be  admitted  that  the  Alexandrians 
have  not  only  left  problems  for  the  philologist  and  the  lexicographer  but, 
in  one  instance,  they  were  the  source  of  a  difficulty  transmitted  to  later 
translators  and  unwittingly  laid  a  basis  for  future  controversy:  Is  7:  14, 
where  with  the  article  €lmh  (puella  nubilis,  mannbares  Madchen ,  “marriage¬ 
able  young  woman,”  and  even  a  young  women  until  the  birth  of  her  first 
child)  was  rendered  e  parthenos.  This  rendering,  however,  can  be  defended, 
since  in  classical  Greek  parthenos  may  mean  “girl,”  “maiden,”  as  well  as 
“virgin,”  and  the  term  was  applied  even  to  a  young  woman  who  was  not 
a  virgin  (e.g.,  Iliad  II,  514).  If  the  Alexandrian  translators  had  chosen 
neanis,  as  did  Aquila,  Symmachus,  and  Theodotion  later  on,  no  trouble 
would  have  been  bequeathed  to  future  generations;  but  the  Vulgate  rendered 
it  virgo ,  and  the  interpretation  “virgin”  followed  in  the  AV  and  the  RV. 
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In  the  RSV,  even  though  the  text  reads  ‘‘a  young  woman,”  there  is  a  note 
in  the  margin:  “or  virgin  ”  which  may  continue  to  confuse  the  exegesis  of 
the  passage  for  some  readers. 

At  last,  however,  we  may  depart  from  lexicography  in  the  narrow  sense 
and  make  some  reference  to  the  influence  of  the  vocabulary  of  the  LXX 
upon  the  English  Bible  and  the  religious  language  of  the  present  day.  In 
this  connection  should  be  considered  the  Greek  work  for  “church.”  It  is 
difficult  to  bring  out  in  English  the  exact  shade  of  meaning  of  Hebrew  qhl 
(“assembly,”  “convocation,”  “congregation”),  and  probably  the  closest  ap¬ 
proach  to  the  interpretation  of  this  politico-religious  term  is  the  German 
Gemeinde .  At  any  rate,  in  translating  qhl  by  ekklesia ,  the  LXX  furnished 
the  word  for  “church”  in  the  NT.  Furthermore,  in  rendering  lehem  hap - 
panim  and  lehem  hamma'reket  by  oi  artoi  tes  protheseos ,  an  interpretation 
was  available  for  the  panes  proposilionis  of  the  Vulgate.  Thus  Luther  had 
a  basis  for  his  translation  die  Schaubrote ,  whence  English  shewbread.3 

Finally,  two  more  examples  will  be  chosen,  and  both  are  theological. 
The  first  is  Hebrew  kapporel,  which  is  translated  in  the  AV,  RV  and  RSV  as 
“mercy  seat,”  a  rendering  going  back  to  Tyndale,  who  was  influenced  by 
Luther’s  GnadenstuhL  In  Ex  25:  17[16],  kprt  is  translated  by  ilasterion 
epithema ,  which  means  literally  “propitiatory  cover”;  in  other  words,  epi- 
thema  is  an  attempt  at  a  literal  rendering,  while  ilasterion  gives  the  noun 
theological  content.  This  is  the  only  case,  however,  where  the  two  words 
are  used  together;  in  the  other  instances  epithema  is  omitted  and  ilasterion 
becomes  a  substantive,  which  then  by  itself  signifies  “mercy  seat”  or  “pro¬ 
pitiatory.” 

In  conclusion,  whether  we  are  conscious  of  it  or  not  in  referring  to  the 
OT  and  the  NT,  we  are  using  a  term  which  owes  its  origin  ultimately  to 
the  LXX.  A  discussion  of  the  word  “testament”  involves  Greek  diatheke , 
of  which  it  is  a  translation.  The  Hebrew  word  bryt  (“covenant”),  when 
used  of  an  agreement  between  men,  involves  the  mutual  acceptance  of 
contract  obligations.  Between  God  and  man,  however,  a  covenant  involves 
a  free  promise  from  the  divine  side  and  the  undertaking  of  obligations  on 
the  human  side;  thus,  while  the  idea  of  mutuality  is  involved,  God  remains 
on  the  higher  level. 

When  the  OT  was  translated  into  Greek,  there  was  a  difficulty  of  rendering 
bryt .  The  Greek  word  suntheke  (“compact,”  “agreement,”  “contract,” 
“treaty”)  might  have  suggested  that  God  and  his  people  were  on  the  same 
plane  in  the  covenant.  Accordingly,  the  Alexandrians  chose  diatheke  (“dis¬ 
position  of  property  by  will,”  “will,”  “testament”)  as  the  translation  of 
bryt  (“covenant”).  It  cannot  be  said,  however,  that  this  was  a  purely  ar¬ 
bitrary  meaning  assigned  to  diatheke  by  “the  Seventy”,  since  diatheke  con- 
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tains  the  concept  of  “arrangement, ”  and  the  sense  of  “agreement”  or  “cove¬ 
nant”  may  be  found  even  in  classical  Greek  (cf  Aristophanes,  Birds ,  440-41). 
But  in  the  rendering  of  bryt  by  diatheke ,  the  place  of  God  on  the  higher  level 
was  preserved,  and  furthermore  the  idea  of  mutuality  was  retained.  The 
testator  makes  the  will,  but  his  heirs  are  bound  by  law  to  carry  out  its 
provisions.  Accordingly,  diatheke  makes  clear  the  two  concepts:  the  covenant 
was  God’s  free  promise,  and  those  who  receive  his  gifts  are  on  their  part 
obligated  to  carry  out  the  conditions  he  has  imposed.  In  this  sense,  diatheke 
signifies  “covenant”  and  should  be  so  understood;  the  idea  of  “testament,” 
however,  was  not  lost. 

From  the  LXX  this  usage  of  diatheke  was  taken  over  into  the  NT,  and 
when  the  NT  was  translated  into  Latin,  diatheke  was  rendered  literally 
iestamentum ,  whence  English  “testament.”  In  the  NT,  accordingly,  “testa¬ 
ment”  is  synonymous  with  “covenant,”  except  in  Heb  9:  16-17.  In  this  con¬ 
nection,  moreover,  there  must  be  recognized  the  double  sense  of  diatheke 
in  Heb  9:  15-20.  In  vss  16-17,  however,  “testament”  cannot  be  explained 
as  “covenant,”  while  in  the  other  verses  it  should  be  so  interpreted.  On  the 
other  hand,  in  vss  16-17,  the  sense  of  “testament”  cannot  be  avoided,  and 
the  word  will  have  to  be  retained. 

When  the  NT  was  formed,  it  was  called  e  kaine  diatheke  (“the  New  Testa¬ 
ment,”  or  “the  New  Covenant”),  since  it  contains  the  documents  that  attest 
God’s  new  covenant  with  his  new  covenant  people,  the  Church.  How  long 
the  term  was  in  vogue  before  its  literary  use  in  this  sense,  we  cannot  deter¬ 
mine.  Consequently  from  this  usage  the  Scriptures  inherited  from  Israel 
were  called  by  Christians  (2  Cor  3: 14)  e  palaia  diatheke  (“the  Old  Testament”). 
We  must  credit  “the  Seventy”  not  only  with  freedom  in  their  rendering 
diatheke  but  also  with  imagination.  That  one  word  found  its  way  into  a 
new  body  of  documents,  to  which  it  eventually  gave  the  name;  from  this 
usage  in  the  NT  it  rebounded  to  the  original  source  to  apply  itself  as  a 
name  of  the  Hebrew  Scriptures.  Now  Jews  as  well  as  Christians  speak  of 
“the  Old  Testament.”  After  all,  we  must  admit  that  terminology  can  be 
quite  convenient,  and  whether  the  layman  be  aware  of  it  or  not,  the  plodding 
Alexandrian  translators,  who  knew  Hebrew,  Aramaic,  and  Greek  have 
bequeathed  the  word  “testament”  to  an  age  when  many  students  of  theology 
resist  the  study  of  the  original  languages  of  Scripture. 

Notes 

1  Cf  in  this  connection  articles  by  the  writer:  “A  Note  on  I  Sam.  21:  13(14),”  JBL  67 
(1948),  241-43;  “The  Theological  Approach  of  the  Greek  Translator  of  Job  1-15,”  JBL 
68  (1949),  231-40;  “Exegetical  Methods  Employed  by  the  Greek  Translator  of  I  Samuel,” 
JAOS ,  70  (1950),  292-96;  “The  Hebraic  Character  of  Septuagint  Greek,”  VT  1  (1951), 
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81-90;  “Hebraisms  of  the  Old  Greek  Version  of  Genesis,”  VT  3  (1953),  141-48;  “Some 
Types  of  Errors  of  Transmission  in  the  Septuagint,”  VT  3  (1953),  397-400;  “Greek  Versions 
of  the  OT,”  Hastings*  Dictionary  of  the  Bible ,  rev.  ed.  (1963),  pp.  347-54;  “Rambles  in 
Septuagint  Lexicography,”  Indian  Journal  of  Theology  14  (1965),  90-101;  “Adventures 
in  Septuagint  Lexicography,”  Textus ,  Annual  of  the  Hebrew  University  Bible  Project, 
V  (1966),  125-32;  “The  Septuagint”,  under  "Versions,”  The  New  Westminster  Dictionary 
of  the  Bible  (1970),  pp.  971-75. 

2  In  the  Hiphil,  the  concept  “to  deal  wisely”  contains  the  implied  consequence  of 
success.  The  verb,  however,  does  not  express  success  alone,  but  success  which  is  the 
result  of  wise  provision.  No  single  English  word  can  express  the  full  idea  inherent  in  the 
Hebrew;  cf  S.  R.  Driver,  Notes  on  the  Hebrew  Text  .  .  .  of  the  Books  of  Samuel  (2d  ed., 
Oxford,  1913),  p.  149. 

3  In  Ex  25:  30  [29],  Ihm  pnym  is  rendered  artoi  enopioi ;  in  Neh  10:  34[33],  Ihm  hm'rkt 
is  translated  artoi  tou  prosopou . 
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Love,  Marriage,  and  Business 
in  the  Book  of  Ruth :  A  Chapter 
in  Hebrew  Customary  Law 


Hesed  and  Hokhmah  in  Ruth 

For  two  millennia,  the  book  of  Ruth  has  charmed  readers  by  its  idyllic 
beauty.  Goethe  described  it  as  das  lieblicheste  kleine  Ganze  das  uns  episch 
und  idyllisch  ueberliefert  worden  ist.  In  this  charming  tale,  the  tragedies  of 
life  are  muted,  being  bathed  in  a  gentle  melancholy,  with  evil  being  virtually 
nonexistent.  The  Midrash  succinctly  epitomizes  the  book  as  a  tribute 
to  the  practice  of  loving-kindness  (gemilul  fyasadim).1  The  word  hesed  in 
biblical  Hebrew  has  been  rendered  by  a  variety  of  terms:  “goodness,” 
“kindness,”  “favor,”  “love,”  and  most  commonly  by  “loving-kindness.” 
Recently,  translators  have  sought  to  approximate  its  essence  more  closely 
in  the  rendering  “steadfast  love.”2  As  the  book  of  Ruth  makes  clear,  hesed 
includes  a  broad  spectrum  of  family  piety,  friendship,  loyalty,  and  love, 
both  Divine  and  human.  Within  the  confines  of  this  small  book,  hesed 
represents  the  basic  attribute  of  God  in  dealing  with  his  creatures,  which 
Naomi  invokes  for  her  daughter-in-law  (1 :  8)  and  of  which  she  finds  evidence 
in  Boaz’s  kindness  to  Ruth  (2:  20).  It  is  the  quality  that  Boaz  praises  in 
Ruth’s  turning  to  him  rather  than  to  younger  and  more  attractive  men 
(3:  10).  When  this  loyalty  is  suffused  by  deep  emotion,  it  becomes  virtually 

It  is  a  privilege  to  extend  warmest  felicitations  and  best  wishes  to  Professor  Jacob  M. 
Myers  on  the  occasion  of  his  sixty-eighth  birthday,  and  to  join  with  his  colleagues,  stu¬ 
dents,  and  admirers  everywhere  in  paying  tribute  to  his  distinguished  career  as  a  biblical 
scholar  and  teacher.  Because  of  Professor  Myers’  lifelong  interest  in  Ruth,  which  found 
expression  in  his  monograph  The  Linguistic  and  Literary  Form  of  the  Book  of  Ruth  (Leiden, 
1955)  I  am  happy  to  contribute  this  paper  to  the  Festschrift  being  issued  in  his  honor. 
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identical  with  love,  as  in  the  formula  of  betrothal  in  Hos  (Hebrew)  (2:  21- 
22):  “And  I  will  betroth  you  to  me  forever;  I  will  betroth  you  to  me  in 
righteousness  and  in  justice,  in  steadfast  love  and  in  mercy.  I  will  betroth 
you  to  me  in  faithfulness;  and  you  shall  know  the  Lord.”  So  too,  in  the 
words  of  his  spiritual  descendant  Jeremiah  (Jer  2:  2):  “Go  and  proclaim  in 
the  hearing  of  Jerusalem,  Thus  says  the  Lord,  I  remember  the  devotion 
(hesed)  of  your  youth,  your  love  ( yahabhat )  as  a  bride,  how  you  followed 
me  in  the  wilderness,  in  a  land  unsown.”3  At  its  ultimate,  hesed  represents 
the  blending  of  man’s  love  and  loyalty  toward  God  (Hos  6:  6).  It  is  charac¬ 
teristic  of  the  gentle  and  relaxed  atmosphere  of  the  book  of  Ruth  that  the 
verb  * ahabh  does  not  occur;  all  the  passion  may  have  well  dwelt  in  Boaz’s 
breast.  It  is  hesed ,  steadfast  loyalty,  faithful  love,  that  Ruth  feels  for  her 
mother-in-law,  which  she  then  manifests  toward  Boaz  and  which  impels  her 
to  seek  refuge  under  the  wings  of  the  God  of  Israel  (2:  12). 

That  hesed  triumphs  over  the  tragedies  of  life  in  the  book  of  Ruth  is  due 
to  another  highly  prized  virtue  in  ancient  Israel,  that  of  fyokhmah.  The 
old  tradition  which  places  the  book  of  Ruth  after  Judges  is  of  course  self- 
explanatory.  The  opening  phrase,  as  well  as  the  entire  background  of  the 
tale,  associates  the  events  with  the  period  of  the  Judges.4  However,  as  we 
have  suggested  elsewhere,  the  present  position  of  the  book  within  the 
Hagiographa  is  not  accidental.  Its  precise  place  among  the  five  Megillot, 
after  the  Song  of  Songs,  is  of  course  due  to  its  position  in  the  synagogue 
liturgy  as  the  reading  for  the  Feast  of  Shavuoth. 

However,  its  position  in  the  Hagiographa  generally  is,  I  believe,  thoroughly 
justified  by  the  fact  that  the  Hagiographa  is  basically  the  repository  of 
Wisdom  Literature.5  This  includes  both  the  lower,  conventional  hokhmah , 
which  sought  to  inculcate  the  practical  qualities  needed  for  success  in  life, 
and  the  higher,  speculative  hokhmah ,  which  wrestled  with  the  ultimate  is¬ 
sues  of  human  existence,  the  purpose  of  creation,  the  goals  of  human  life, 
the  nature  of  death,  the  inaccessibility  of  truth,  and — above  all — the  agon¬ 
izing  problem  of  evil.  The  book  of  Psalms  is  a  great  collection  of  religious 
poetry,  most  of  which  was  chanted  at  the  Temple  service  with  musical  ac¬ 
companiment.  Both  the  composition  and  the  rendition  of  tHe  Psalms  in 
worship  required  a  high  degree  of  that  technical  skill  which  is  hokhmah. 
Moreover,  in  point  of  content,  many  Psalms  (like  37,  49,  112,  128)  have 
close  affinities  with  the  proverbial  lore  of  the  Wisdom  teachers.  The  Song 
of  Songs  is  included,  not  merely  because  it  is  traditionally  ascribed  to  King 
Solomon,  the  symbol  and  traditional  source  of  Hebrew  Wisdom,  but  because 
these  songs,  whether  sung  at  weddings  or  at  other  celebrations,  were  also 
a  branch  of  technical  song.  It  may  also  be  that  the  Song  of  Songs  entered 
the  Wisdom  collection  because  it  was  regarded  as  an  allegory  of  the  re- 
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lationship  of  love  subsisting  between  God  and  Israel.  From  this  point  of 
view,  it  would  be  a  ma§al ,  the  basic  literary  genre  of  hokhmah,  which  means 
“allegory”  and  “fable”  as  well  as  “proverb.”  The  book  of  Daniel,  the  wise 
interpreter  of  dreams,  obviously  is  in  place  among  the  Wisdom  books.1 

The  chanting  of  Lamentations  required  a  special  expertise  described  as 
hokhmah  (Jer  9:  16).  The  three  closing  books  of  the  Bible,  which  survey 
history  from  Adam  to  the  Persian  period,  are  really  parts  of  one  larger 
work,  Chronicles-Ezra-Nehemiah.  It  is  possible  that  they  owe  their  position 
in  the  Hagiographa  to  the  fact  that  they  serve  as  an  appendix  to  the  Bible 
as  a  whole.  It  is  also  possible  that  Chronicles  (with  its  adjuncts)  is  regarded 
as  an  appendix  to  Psalms,  since  one  of  its  principal  concerns  is  to  describe 
in  detail  the  establishment  of  the  musical  guilds  and  priestly  orders  in  the 
Temple  in  Jerusalem. 

The  books  of  Ruth  and  Esther  are  narratives,  showing  how  hokhmah 
operates  and  succeeds  in  human  affairs.  They  belong  to  the  same  genre 
as  the  Joseph  saga  in  Genesis.  The  same  kind  of  practical  wisdom  that 
helped  Joseph  rise  to  power  and  influence  was  utilized  by  Mordecai  and 
Esther  to  save  their  people,  and  was  displayed  by  Naomi  and  Ruth  on  the 
more  limited  stage  of  domestic  affairs.  Without  Naomi’s  practical  wisdom, 
which  Ruth  obeyed,  the  young  woman  would  not  have  come  to  the  at¬ 
tention  of  Boaz;  and  without  his  shrewdness  during  the  transaction  with 
the  kinsman,  he  would  not  have  been  able  to  marry  her. 

Frequently  described  as  an  idyll,  the  book  of  Ruth  is  by  no  means  a  simple 
tale.  Its  apparent  simplicity  has  often  prevented  a  full  appreciation  of  its 
high  literary  artistry.6  It  has  also  served  to  obscure  the  complexity  of  the 
problems  the  book  contains. 


The  Purpose  and  Date  of  Ruth 

There  is  a  wide  disparity  of  views  regarding  the  background  of  the  book. 
It  has  been  suggested  that  Ruth  is  a  polemic  against  the  exclusion  of  Moab¬ 
ites  from  the  community  of  Israel,  which  is  enjoined  in  Deut  23:  4.  More 
often,  the  book  has  been  described  as  a  tract  against  the  campaign  of  Ezra 
and  Nehemiah  to  exclude  mixed  marriages  from  the  post-Exilic  Jewish  com¬ 
munity,7  and  contrariwise,  as  a  possible  defence  of  their  policy.8  But  noth¬ 
ing  could  be  further  removed  from  the  polemic  spirit  than  the  irenic  tone 
of  our  book.  It  is  this  characteristic  which  also  rules  out  the  possibility 
of  its  being  propagandistic  in  any  sense.  It  does  not  agitate  for  the  enforce¬ 
ment  of  the  duty  of  levirate  marriage,9  even  if  the  transaction  in  Chapter  4 
be  regarded  as  an  instance  of  this  rite.  It  does  not  preach  benevolence 
toward  the  heathens,10  for,  be  it  noted,  Ruth  accepts  the  faith  of  Naomi 
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long  before  any  kindness  is  shown  her  in  Bethlehem.  It  surely  cannot  be 
construed  as  a  protest  against  intermarriage  or  indiscriminate  proselyti- 
zation.11  That  the  book  praises  the  piety  of  Ruth12  and  her  loyalty  as  a 
widow13  may  be  true,  but  this  can  scarcely  be  regarded  as  its  purpose.  Naomi 
may  share  the  honors  of  being  the  heroine  of  the  book  with  Ruth,14  but 
this  too  supplies  no  purpose  for  the  book. 

It  has  been  suggested  that  the  function  of  Ruth  is  to  supplement  the  ac¬ 
count  in  1  Sam  22:  3,  which  informs  us  that  David  sought  a  refuge  for  his 
parents  in  Moab,  by  supplying  him  with  a  Moabite  ancestry  in  that  country.15 
But  even  for  those,  who,  like  the  present  writer,  regard  the  genealogy  at 
the  end  of  the  book  as  integral  to  it  and  possessing  a  good  claim  to  authen¬ 
ticity,  this  idea  plays  no  part  in  the  book  and  hardly  qualifies  as  its  purpose. 
Finally,  the  theory,  propounded  a  few  decades  ago,  that  we  have  here  a 
liturgical  text  of  a  fertility  cult  centered  in  Bethlehem,16  has  few,  if  any, 
defenders  today.  By  a  process  of  elimination,  we  are  therefore  left  virtually 
only  with  the  view  that  the  book  of  Ruth  is  a  story  told  for  its  own  sake.17 
This  conclusion  does  not  necessarily  rule  out  the  possibility  that  there  may 
have  been  an  authentic  tradition  of  David’s  being  partly  descended  from 
Moabite  stock. 

Divergences  with  regard  to  dating  are  of  course  common  in  all  biblical 
research.18  Talmudic  tradition  assigns  the  book  to  the  authorship  of  Sam¬ 
uel.19  It  has  been  variously  assigned  to  the  early  Monarchy,20  to  the 
period  between  David  and  the  Exile,21  to  the  days  of  Hezekiah,22  to  the 
Exilic  period,23  and  to  the  post-Exilic  age.24  In  spite  of  this  wide  disparity 
of  views,  I  am  convinced  that  the  lines  of  evidence  converge  on  the  period 
from  the  middle  of  the  fifth  to  the  early  fourth  century  b.c.e. 

The  testimony  from  language  and  style  must  be  used  with  caution.25 
On  the  one  hand,  the  classic  style  of  the  book  includes  such  formulas  as 
kh  y€&h  Yhwh  ly  wkh  ysyp  (1:  17)  and  >glh  'znk  (4:  4).  The  popular  speech 
probably  preserved  such  older  forms  as  the  second  person  singular  of  the 
imperfect  with  Nun  (originally  the  energeticus)  iidbaqln  (2:  8,  21),  ted'in 
(3:  18)28  and  the  archaic  form  of  the  second  person  feminine  of  the  perfect 
with  Yodt  wyrdty  (3:  3)  and  wSkbty  (3:  4).27  The  Divine  name  My  (1:  20) 
is  ancient,  but  it  reappears  frequently  in  Job. 

On  the  other  hand,  there  are  such  late  locutions  as  wyS'w  Uxm  nSym  (1:  4; 
cf  1  Chron  23:  22),  where  the  older  classic  idiom  was  Iqb  (Gen  4:  4; 
6:  2;  11:  14;  Deut  24:  1).  We  may  note  also  the  use  of  'syt  in  the  meaning 
“to  spend  (time)”  (2:  19),  which  occurs  biblically  only  in  Eccles  6:  12  but 
is  common  in  Rabbinic  Hebrew,  as  is  the  root  <gn  “to  be  chained”  (1:  13).28 

In  Mishnaic  Hebrew,  the  tertiae  Aleph  verbs  coalesce  with  ierliae  Yod , 
under  the  influence  of  Aramaic.  The  orthography  and  vocalization  of  2:  9 
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reflect  this  tendency.29  mrglwi  (3:  4,  7,  8,  14)  occurs  elsewhere  only  in  Dan 
10:  6,  but  the  parallel  form  mr'Swt  is  early  (Gen  28: 11, 18;  1  Sam  19: 13,16). 

Elsewhere,  we  have  called  attention  to  the  four  categories  of  Aramaisms 
in  biblical  Hebrew  and  the  care  that  must  be  exercised  before  invoking 
them  as  evidence  of  late  dating.30  However,  it  is  clear  that  a  large  concen¬ 
tration  of  Aramaisms,  as  in  Ps  139,  does  point  to  the  post-Exilic  period, 
when  Hebrew  writers  knew  and  used  Aramaic,  the  lingua  franca  et  scripta 
of  the  Middle  East  from  the  sixth  century  b.c.e.  onward.  This  concentration 
of  Aramaisms  does  obtain  in  Ruth.  Hlhn ,  “therefore”  (1:  12),  occurs  in 
Dan  2:  6,  9;  4:  24  ( lahen ).  The  verb  t£brnh ,  “hope”  (1:  13),  is  an  Aramaism 
($br)  occurring  only  in  such  late  passages  as  Is  38:  18;  Ps  104:  27;  119: 
116,  166;  and  Esther  9:  1.  The  Piel  (4:  7)  Iqym ,  “attest,  confirm,”  is  a  clear 
Aramaism,  occurring  only  in  Ezek  13:  6,  Ps  119:  28,  106;  Esther  9:  21, 
27,  31,  32.  On  the  other  hand,  the  root  lpt9  “twist  turn”  (3:  8),  which  ap¬ 
pears  in  biblical  Hebrew  in  Job  6:  18,  cannot  be  invoked,  since  it  occurs 
also  in  Judg  16:  29. 

There  is  only  one  adequate  explanation  for  these  superficially  contradic¬ 
tory  phenomena,  the  occurrence  of  both  early  and  late  Hebrew  usages  in 
Ruth:  the  author  was  a  late  writer  who  was  consciously  archaizing  and 
using  colloquial  speech,  in  order  to  give  an  antique  flavor  to  his  narrative, 
which  he  set  in  the  period  of  the  Judges. 

Substantive  considerations  agree  with  the  linguistic  evidence  for  a  post- 
Exilic  date  for  Ruth.  The  author  finds  it  necessary,  from  the  vantage 
point  of  a  later  period  wz't  pnym  by&r'l  (4:  7),  to  explain  the  use  of  the 
sandal  for  the  transfer  of  rights  and  obligations.  Moreover,  the  period  of 
the  Judges  is  pictured  as  idyllic  and  peaceful,  a  situation  radically  at  vari¬ 
ance  with  the  conditions  of  war,  cruelty,  and  insecurity  realistically  reflected 
in  the  book  of  Judges.  More  specifically,  Moab  is  no  longer  an  actual  enemy 
on  the  borders  of  Israel,  as  was  the  case  during  most  of  the  pre-Exilic  period, 
including  the  age  of  the  Judges  (cf  Judg  3:  13  ff;  11:  15  ff;  1  Sam  12:  9). 

It  is  admittedly  difficult  to  fix  a  precise  date  for  the  book  within  the 
Second  Temple  period.  A  terminus  post  quem  may  be  found  in  the  fact 
that  there  is  no  echo  of  the  agitation  or  of  the  activity  associated  with 
Ezra  and  Nehemiah,  for  which  the  date  of  444  b.c.e.  is  generally  assigned, 
though  the  problems  of  Ezra  chronology  are  massive  and  perhaps  insol¬ 
uble.31  This  consideration  would  bring  the  time  down  to  the  second  half 
of  the  fifth  century.  A  terminus  ante  quem  may  be  advanced  with  greater 
assurance.  There  is  no  echo  in  Ruth  of  the  widespread  upheavals  in  the 
Middle  East  caused  by  the  incursion  of  Alexander  the  Great  into  western 
Asia  (334  b.c.e.)  and  no  trace  of  Hellenistic  influence,  either  in  style  or  in 
substance. 
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The  book  would  seem  to  emanate  from  a  period  of  relative  tranquility, 
such  as  the  post-Exilic  Jewish  community  experienced  under  Persian  suze¬ 
rainty.  Above  all,  the  spirit  of  universalism  and  broad  humanity  which 
the  book  breathes  belongs  to  the  same  spiritual  climate  as  do  the  book  of 
Jonah  and  the  great  masterpieces  of  wisdom  literature,  Job  and  Eccle¬ 
siastes. 

As  is  often  the  case,  the  evidence  is  cumulative  in  character  rather  than 
decisive  in  detail.  All  in  all,  the  most  appropriate  Sitz  im  Leben  for  the  book 
of  Ruth  is  the  early  Second  Temple  period,  when  the  Jewish  community 
enjoyed  a  substantial  measure  of  autonomy  under  the  Persian  rule,  about 
450-350  b.c.e. 

Ruth  and  the  Levirate 

Neither  the  problem  of  the  purpose  of  the  book  nor  its  date,  important  as 
these  questions  are,  is  crucial  to  understanding  the  narrative  itself.  There 
are,  however,  two  major  difficulties  in  the  closing  chapter  which  fundamen¬ 
tally  affect  our  comprehension  of  its  contents.  In  Rowley’s  words,  “Un¬ 
expectedly  we  find  Naomi  possessed  of  land,  and  we  are  left  to  guess  how 
it  came  into  her  possession,  and  what  had  happened  to  it  during  the  years 
of  her  sojourn  in  Moab. . . .  That  the  story  of  Ruth’s  marriage  must  be  linked 
with  the  question  of  levirate  marriage  is  generally  agreed,  though  this  is 
^  clearly  not  strictly  a  case  of  levirate  marriage,  since  Boaz  is  not  a  brother- 
in-law  or  levir.”32 

It  is  to  these  two  basic  problems  that  we  should  like  to  address  ourselves: 
the  nature  of  the  transaction  involving  Boaz  and  his  unnamed  kinsman, 
and  the  role  of  Naomi  in  these  negotiations. 

Undoubtedly,  many  scholars  and  probably  most  readers  have  linked 
the  events  in  Ruth,  Chapter  4,  to  the  levirate,  regarding  it  as  a  rather  un¬ 
orthodox  instance  of  the  rite.  When,  however,  the  details  of  Ruth  are 
compared  with  the  biblical  law  in  Deut  25:  5-10  and  with  other  pertinent 
data,  it  becomes  clear  that  there  is  virtually  no  similarity  between  them. 

In  Deuteronomy,  the  rite  is  obligatory  upon  “brothers  dwelling  to¬ 
gether.”  Here,  both  Boaz  and  his  kinsman  are  such  distant  relatives  that 
the  possibility  of  the  levirate  does  not  occur  to  Naomi,  even  in  the  extremity 
in  which  she  finds  herself  upon  her  return  from  Moab. 

In  Deuteronomy,  the  emphasis  is  upon  “perpetuating  the  name  of  the 
^  dead  man  in  Israel”  by  the  birth  of  a  son  to  his  widow,  and  there  is  no  ref¬ 
erence  to  the  transfer  of  property.  In  Ruth,  the  transaction  revolves  basi¬ 
cally  around  the  “redemption”  of  property,  while  the  concomitant  marriage 
and  the  support  of  Ruth  and  her  future  offspring  are  secondary  consider- 
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ations.  Nor  can  this  be  dismissed  as  part  of  Boaz’s  strategy  vis-&-vis  the 
kinsman.  For  even  in  Boaz’s  official  avowal  of  his  acceptance  of  the  obliga-  ^ 
tion,  the  property  transaction  is  primary,  and  the  marriage  to  Ruth  is 
secondary: 

Then  Boaz  said  to  the  elders  and  ail  the  people,  “You  are  witnesses  this 
day  that  I  have  bought  from  the  hand  of  Naomi  all  that  belonged  to  Eli- 
melech  and  all  that  belonged  to  Chilion  and  to  Mahlon.  Also  Ruth  the 
Moabitess,  the  widow  of  Mahlon,  I  have  bought  to  be  my  wife,  to  perpetu¬ 
ate  the  name  of  the  dead  in  his  inheritance,  that  the  name  of  the  dead  may 
not  be  cut  off  from  among  his  brethren  and  from  the  gate  of  his  native  place. 
You  are  witnesses  this  day”  (4:  9-10) 

In  Deuteronomy  there  is  a  clear  stigma  attaching  to  the  brother  who 
does  not  fulfill  his  duty  as  a  levir.  The  elders  therefore  seek  to  persuade 
the  recalcitrant  brother-in-law  (vs  8).  If  they  fail,  the  widow  “pulls  his 
sandal  off  his  foot  and  spits  in  his  face”  (vs  9).  His  family  is  henceforth 
called  “the  household  of  the  cast-off  sandal”  (vs  10).  In  Ruth,  we  have  a 
straightforward  business  transaction  without  the  shadow  of  any  discredit  ^ 
falling  upon  the  kinsman  when  he  declines  to  participate. 

“The  pulling  off  of  the  sandal”  in  Deuteronomy  (wtfyls  n'lw)  and  “the 
drawing  off  of  the  sandal”  in  Ruth  (§lp  *y§  n'lw  wntn  Ir'hw)  (4:  7),  which 
seems  at  first  glance  to  represent  an  identical  act,  are  totally  different  in 
both  instances. 

First,  a  different  verb  is  used  in  each  instance:  halas  and  §alaph .  Techni-  '  ' 
cal  terms  are  not  used  indiscriminately. 

Second,  in  Deuteronomy,  it  is  the  widow  who  draws  off  the  shoe  of  her  ^ 
recusant  brother-in-law.  In  Ruth,  it  is  the  unwilling  kinsman  who  draws 
off  his  own  shoe  and  transfers  it  to  his  fellow  relative  who  does  undertake 
the  obligation. 

Third,  in  Deuteronomy,  the  widow’s  removal  of  her  brother-in-law’s  shoe 
is  a  symbolic  representation  of  the  cutting  of  the  link  binding  her  to  him.  ^ 
On  the  other  hand,  in  Ruth,  the  act  of  removing  one’s  own  shoe  is  a  general 
procedure,  commerical  in  character,  as  is  clearly  indicated:  “Now  this  was 
the  custom  in  former  times  in  Israel  concerning  redeeming  and  exchanging: 
to  confirm  a  transaction,  the  one  drew  off  his  sandal  and  gave  it  to  the  other, 
and  this  was  the  manner  of  attesting  in  Israel”  (4:  7).  Evidence  from  such 
varied  cultures  as  those  of  India,33  Egypt34  and  the  Nuzi  texts,35  as  well 
as  the  biblical  passages,  Ps  60:  10;  108:  10,  demonstrate  that  the  interpre¬ 
tation  given  in  Ruth  is  valid.  The  shoe  symbolizes  power  and  authority, 
and  its  use  in  a  transaction  marks  the  transfer  of  some  right  and  obligation 
from  one  party  to  another.36 
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Fourth,  in  Deuteronomy,  the  woman  plays  a  central  role  in  the  rite.  In 
Ruth,  there  is  no  evidence  that  Naomi  or  Ruth  was  present  at  all.  In  fact, 
the  reference  to  them  in  third  person  suggests  that  they  are  absent;  they 
surely  do  not  participate  in  the  proceedings. 

Fifth,  that  we  are  not  dealing  with  the  levirate,  even  in  its  broadest  sense, 
in  Ruth  is  clear  from  Boaz’s  statement  in  3:  10:  “May  you  be  blessed  by  the 
Lord,  my  daughter;  you  have  made  this  last  kindness  greater  than  the  first, 
in  that  you  have  not  gone  after  young  men,  whether  poor  or  rich.”  In  the 
levirate,  the  obligation  falls  upon  the  male  relative,  primarily  the  brother, 
and  the  woman  has  no  freedom  of  choice  whatsoever.  Here,  Boaz  expresses 
his  gratitude  to  Ruth  for  preferring  him  to  younger  and  presumably  more 
attractive  swains  whom  she  might  very  well  have  married. 

Finally,  these  far-reaching  differences  between  the  levirate  in  Deuter¬ 
onomy  and  the  transaction  described  in  Ruth  become  even  more  impressive 
when  we  seek  to  relate  the  latter  to  the  origin  and  purpose  of  the  levirate 
in  general  and  to  its  history  in  Israel  in  particular.  As  is  well  known,  the 
levirate  is  one  of  the  most  widely  diffused  aspects  of  marriage  custom  in 
primitive  and  ancient  society,  one  that  is  to  be  met  with  in  Indo-European, 
Semitic,  and  Melanesian  culture  areas.37  Anthropologists  have  suggested 
that  it  is  a  survival  of  polyandry  or  that  it  is  a  consequence  of  ancestor  wor¬ 
ship.  These  factors  may  have  played  a  part  in  the  levirate  in  other  cultures, 
but  there  is  not  the  slightest  evidence  for  these  elements  as  factors  in  Israel. 

It  is  possible  that  in  some  societies  the  levirate  rite  may  have  reflected 
the  concept  of  the  woman  as  being  part  of  the  family  property,  so  that  she 
is  inherited  by  the  dead  man’s  kinsman  along  with  his  estate.  This  is  em¬ 
phatically  not  the  case  in  Israel.  The  active  role  played  by  the  woman  in 
the  levirate  in  Deut  25  militates  against  this  view  of  the  woman  as  a  passive 
chattel  being  passed  from  hand  to  hand.  The  only  reason  for  the  rite  assigned 
in  Deuteronomy  is  “to  perpetuate  his  brother’s  name  in  Israel”  (Deut  25: 
7).  On  the  other  hand,  it  is  noteworthy  that  the  child  born  to  Ruth,  Obed, 
is  called  the  son  of  Boaz  (4:  21)  and  not  of  Mahlon,  Ruth’s  first  husband. 

There  is  one  more  general  consideration  that  supports  these  arguments 
against  identifying  the  transaction  in  Ruth  with  the  levirate.  Contemporary 
scholarship  has  legitimately  veered  away  from  postulating  unilinear  lines 
of  evolution  in  the  history  of  human  culture  and  institutions.  In  the  case 
of  the  levirate  in  Israel,  however,  a  clear  process  of  development  can  be 
traced  from  our  earliest  biblical  sources  to  the  post-talmudic  period,  each 
step  being  marked  by  a  consistent  tendency  to  contract  the  rite  and  limit 
its  exercise  until  it  is  virtually  eliminated. 

The  first,  and  indeed  the  only,  instance  in  the  biblical  narrative  of  the 
levirate  is  the  highly  unconventional  encounter  of  Tamar  and  Judah  (Gen 
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38).  The  narrative,  which  is  assigned  by  Higher  Criticism  to  the  J  Source, 
and  is  generally  dated  in  the  ninth  or  eighth  century  b.c.e.,  clearly  reflects 
a  very  ancient  tradition.  When  Tamar  is  twice  widowed  of  Judah’s  sons, 
Er  and  Onan,  Judah  refrains  from  giving  his  third  son,  Shelah,  to  her  in 
marriage.  Tamar  then  decides  upon  extreme  measures.  Disguising  herself 
as  a  harlot,  she  waits  upon  the  highway,  encounters  Judah,  and  becomes 
pregnant  by  him.  When  her  pregnancy  is  revealed  some  three  months  later, 
Judah  is  prepared  to  have  her  publicly  burned  for  her  sin.  However,  she 
discreetly  lets  Judah  know  that  he  is  the  father  of  her  child,  to  which  Judah 
responds:  “She  is  more  righteous  than  I,  inasmuch  as  I  did  not  give  her  to 
my  son  Shelah”  (Gen  38:  26). 

There  are  two  features  in  this  familiar  story  that  need  to  be  underscored: 

First,  the  rite  of  the  levirate  is  here  not  limited  to  brothers,  but  extends 
to  other  kinsmen,  including  a  father-in-law.  Were  this  not  the  case,  Perez 
and  Zerah,  the  twins  that  are  born  her,  would  have  been  the  illegitimate 
offspring  of  an  incestuous  union  and  would  have  been  excluded  from 

the  community  of  JHWH”  (Deut  23:  3),  instead  of  being  honored  epony¬ 
mous  heads  of  Judahite  clans  (1  Chron  2:  4  ff;  4:  1;  9:  4;  27:  3;  Neh  11: 
4  ff;  Num  26:  20;  Josh  7:  1;  18:  24;  22:  20).  In  the  Middle  Assyrian  Laws 
(sec.  33),  the  marriage  of  a  childless  widow  to  her  father-in-law  is  expli¬ 
citly  permitted.  The  extant  tablets  date  from  Tiglath  Pileser  I  (twelfth 
century  b.c.e.),  but  the  laws  may  go  back  to  the  patriarchal  period  (fif¬ 
teenth  century  b.c.e.).  It  is  a  reasonable  inference  that  the  obligation 
first  fell  upon  a  brother,  but  the  lacuna  in  the  text  makes  this  less  than  cer¬ 
tain.38  In  the  Hittite  Laws  (sec.  193),  the  obligation  to  marry  the  dead 
man’s  widow  falls  successively  upon  his  brother,  his  father,  and  his  nephew.39 

Second,  the  fulfillment  of  the  levirate  rite  is  obligatory,  and  brooks  of  no 
exception.  Hence,  Judah’s  failure  to  have  Shelah  marry  Tamar  justifies 
Tamar’s  extreme  measures,  even  if  it  includes  an  act  of  public  immorality 
and  sexual  license  which  would  normally  be  stigmatized  as  incest  (Lev  18: 
15;  20:  12).  That  marrying  the  widow  is  an  obligation  is  clear  in  the  Hittite 
Laws  and  is  apparently  the  case  also  in  the  Middle  Assyrian  Laws. 

The  next  stage  of  the  levirate  in  Israel  that  we  are  able  to  document  from 
our  limited  sources  is  described  in  Deut  25.  Deuteronomy  is  generally 
dated  shortly  before  the  discovery  of  the  Book  of  the  Covenant  in  the 
Temple  during  the  eighteenth  year  of  Josiah  (2  Kings  22),  in  the  year  621.40 

In  Deuteronomy,  the  rite  has  now  been  considerably  constricted.41  It  is 
now  limited  to  “brothers  dwelling  together,”  with  no  hint  that  the  obli¬ 
gation  also  falls  upon  other,  more  distant  relatives.  Moreover,  even  for  the 
brothers,  yibbum  no  longer  is  obligatory,  though  it  is  clearly  the  preferred 
procedure.  A  brother  may  avoid  the  duty,  if  he  is  willing  to  be  exposed  to 
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a  measure  of  public  indignity  and  have  his  family  carry  some  stigma,  the 
severity  of  which  we  cannot  judge. 

The  next  stage  in  the  history  of  the  rite  may  be  documented  in  Leviticus 
in  the  Holiness  Code,  usually  assigned  to  the  sixth  century  b.c.e.  It  takes 
the  form  of  the  total  prohibition  of  the  marriage  of  a  woman  to  her  brother- 
in-law  (Lev  18:  16;  20:  21). 

This  thoroughgoing  contradiction  between  Leviticus  and  Deuteronomy 
did  not  escape  the  vigilant  eyes  of  the  talmudic  rabbis.  The  theological 
problem  they  solved  by  declaring  that  both  ordinances  were  revealed  simul¬ 
taneously:  'rwt  *St  >byk  l'  iglh  “the  nakedness  of  your  brother’s  wife  you 
shall  not  uncover”  (Lev  18:16)  and  ybmh  yb >  €lyh  “her  brother-in-law  shall 
come  in  to  her”  (Deut  25:  5)  were  both  pronounced  in  one  divine  utterance 
bdbwr  », hd  n'mr  ( Palestinian  Talmud ,  Nedarim ,  Ch  3,  5).  The  legal  antinomy 
they  met  by  establishing  the  prohibition  in  Leviticus  as  the  general  principle, 
applicable  during  the  brother’s  lifetime,  and  by  declaring  the  levirate  to  be 
the  one  specific  exception,  applicable  only  when  a  man  leaves  a  childless 
widow  after  his  death.  The  Samaritans42  and  the  early  Qaraite  authorities43 
solved  the  contradiction  by  ordaining  (and  permitting)  the  levirate  only  in 
the  case  of  a  betrothed  woman  whose  husband  had  died,  but  forbidding  the 
rite  to  a  married  woman.  Thus,  they  avoided  the  possibility  of  a  violation 
of  Lev  18:  16.  In  the  Laws  of  Manu,  the  levir  was  permitted  to  approach 
the  childless  widow  only  once,  until  a  child  was  born — a  different  practice 
for  meeting  the  same  dilemma.44 

It  may  be,  as  many  scholars  have  maintained,  that  the  talmudic  reconcili¬ 
ation  of  both  passages  is  in  conformity  with  the  original  intent  of  the  law 
and  that  the  two  passages  were  not  opposed  to  each  other.  On  the  other 
hand,  the  resolution  may  represent  a  reasoned  effort  by  the  Rabbis  at  har¬ 
monizing  two  originally  distinct  and  contradictory  biblical  laws  which  they 
regarded  as  equally  binding. 

A  striking  example  of  this  harmonizing  procedure  is  to  be  found  with 
regard  to  the  biblical  laws  of  the  tithe.  In  Num  18:  21-24,  the  tithe  is 
a  tax  imposed  upon  the  Israelite  farmer  for  the  exclusive  benefit  of  the 
Levite.  In  Deut  14:  22-27,  the  tithe  was  to  be  spent  by  the  farmer  upon 
himself  and  his  family,  “in  the  place  which  God  would  choose  to  settle  his 
name  upon”  (14:  14);  only  on  the  third  year  was  the  tithe  to  be  left  “at  the 
gate,”  so  that  the  landless  Levite  as  well  as  the  stranger,  the  orphan,  and 
the  widow  might  eat  and  be  satisfied  (Deut  14:  28-29).  The  clear-cut  con¬ 
tradiction  between  Numbers  and  Deuteronomy  was  resolved  by  the  rabbis 
through  the  creation  of  a  complex  system  of  double  tithes.45  The  Jewish 
farmer  was  required  to  set  aside  two  tithes  each  year:  during  the  first, 
second,  fourth,  and  fifth  years  of  the  sabbatical  cycle,  ma'aser  ri§on  “the 
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first  tithe”  went  to  the  Levites  and  ma'aser  Sent  “the  second  tithe”  was 
to  be  consumed  by  the  farmer  and  his  family  in  Jerusalem.  In  the  third 
and  sixth  years  of  the  sabbatical  cycle,  ma'aser  riSon  still  went  to  the  Levites 
and  ma'aser  ' ani  “the  tithe  of  the  poor”  was  to  be  made  available  to  the 
needy. 

To  revert  to  the  levirate,  if  the  prohibitions  in  Leviticus  are  regarded  as 
overriding  the  Deuteronomic  levirate  law,  there  is  a  clear  and  direct  line 
of  development  of  the  rite  from  the  ineluctable  obligation  in  Genesis,  through 
the  preferred  procedure  in  Deuteronomy,  to  its  total  prohibition  in  Leviticus. 
If,  on  the  other  hand,  the  prohibition  in  Leviticus  is  interpreted  as  being 
restricted  to  the  lifetime  of  the  brother,  while  the  levirate  remains  operative 
after  his  death,  the  next  stage  in  its  history  is  to  be  sought  in  the  post- 
biblical  period. 

In  Rabbinic  Judaism,  the  recognition  of  personal  desires  and  the  play  of 
human  likes  and  dislikes  affecting  both  the  brother-in-law  and  the  widow 
increasingly  came  to  the  fore.  The  Mishnah  declares:  “Yibbum  took  pre¬ 
cedence  over  fyalisah  in  earlier  times  when  men  were  concerned  with  fulfilling 
the  Divine  commandment.  But  now,  that  men  are  not  concerned  with  ful¬ 
filling  the  Divine  commandment,  fyalisah  takes  precedence  over  yibbum,”*e 
Undoubtedly,  the  rarity  of  polygamy,  even  in  talmudic  times,  also  militated 
strongly  against  the  practice  of  yibbum,  since  most  adult  men  were  married. 

All  the  resources  of  Rabbinic  hermeneutics  were  mobilized  to  limit  and, 
where  possible,  to  prevent  the  consummation  of  the  levirate.47  On  the  basis 
of  the  phrase  ky  ySbw  'hym  yhdw  (Deut  25:  5)  “when  brothers  dwell  together,” 
the  Talmud  excludes  half  brothers  on  the  mother’s  side  as  well  as  a  younger 
brother  born  subsequent  to  the  death  of  the  widow’s  husband.48  Even  more 
revelatory  of  the  Rabbinic  attitude  is  the  broad  interpretation  given  the 
biblical  phrase  “wbn  ’ yn  Iw”  (Deut  25:  8).  Quite  at  variance  with  the  general 
practice  in  Rabbinic  exegesis,  ben  is  construed  broadly  to  mean  “child,” 
and  not  merely  “son,”  and  the  phrase  understood  “if  he  left  no  offspring.” 
Hence,  if  the  dead  man  has  an  illegitimate  child  or  a  daughter  or  a  grand¬ 
child,  the  brother-in-law  is  forbidden  to  marry  the  widow.49  Similarly,  the 
LXX  renders  ben  in  Deut  25  by  sperma,  “seed,”  thus  encompassing  both 
male  and  female  offspring  and  limiting  the  rite  to  a  totally  childless  widow. 
The  LXX  rendering  demonstrates  that  this  restrictive  process  is  substanti¬ 
ally  older  than  the  later  Mishnaic  limitation. 

In  the  tenth  century,  the  taqqanah  of  Rabbi  Gershom  Ben  Judah  of 
Mainz  (born  960)  and  his  synod  forbade  polygamy  for  European  Jewry, 
so  that  henceforth  fjtalisah  became  the  only  permissible  mode  of  procedure 
in  Western  countries.  Yibbum  continued  to  be  permissible  only  in  Muslim 
countries,  where  polygamy  was  not  prohibited.60 
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In  sum,  it  is  clear  that  the  transaction  in  Ruth  cannot  be  integrated  into 
any  stage  of  the  history  of  the  levirate  in  Israel.  We  have  already  noted 
above  the  substantial  discrepancies  between  the  transaction  of  Ruth  and 
the  law  in  Deuteronomy.  The  task  becomes  totally  impossible  in  the  post- 
Exilic  period,  when  the  practice  of  the  levirate  was  increasingly  restricted 
both  by  law  and  by  custom.  We  conclude  that  the  marriage  of  Ruth  to 
a  distant  kinsman  cannot  be  regarded  as  an  instance  of  yibbum. 


The  Redemption  of  the  Land 

It  is  true  that  as  a  result  of  the  transaction  in  the  closing  chapter  of  the 
book,  Ruth  is  married  to  Boaz,  and  that  this  goal  undoubtedly  was  upper¬ 
most  in  his  mind.  But  the  negotiations  themselves  revolve  around  property 
which  belonged  to  Elimelech,  the  acquisition  of  which  by  a  kinsman  (ge'ulah) 
would  entail  support  for  the  destitute  feminine  members  of  his  family — his 
widow  Naomi,  and  her  nubile  daughter-in-law  Ruth. 

This  redemption  of  land  was  of  course  only  one  of  the  functions  of  the 
go'el  The  execution  of  blood  vengeance  on  behalf  of  a  murdered  member 
of  the  family  or  clan  (Num.  35:  9  ff;  Deut  19:  1  ff)  had  been  progressively 
restricted  by  the  establishment  of  the  cities  of  refuge.  This  process  of  at¬ 
trition  of  the  blood-avenging  function  was  undoubtedly  accelerated  by  the 
establishment  of  the  Hebrew  monarchy  with  its  own  organs  of  justice.  What 
remained  for  the  go'el  was  the  more  pacific  duty  of  preventing  the  alienation 
of  land  from  the  family.  This  function  survived  longer,  since  it  did  not 
compete  with  the  structure  of  government.  Yet,  it  too  ultimately  disap¬ 
peared  with  the  erosion  of  tribal  distinctions  and  the  later  weakening  of 
group  solidarity.  This  process  went  hand  in  hand  with  the  emergence  of  a 
new  sense  of  individualism  in  the  closing  days  of  the  Monarchy  and  in  the 
Exilic  and  post-Exilic  periods. 

When  the  institution  of  land  redemption  was  in  force,  a  man  suffering 
economic  distress  had  four  courses  of  action  open  to  him: 

First,  he  might  seek  out  a  kinsman  and  ask  him  to  buy  his  landholdings 
directly  from  him,  thus  preventing  its  alienation  from  the  family.  He  stood 
a  better  chance  of  repossessing  it  later  if  it  was  in  the  hands  of  a  relation. 
Second,  he  might  sell  the  land  to  an  outsider  and  later  appeal  to  a  kinsman 
to  “redeem”  it  by  repurchase.  Third,  he  might  sell  the  land  and  later 
“redeem”  the  land  from  its  alien  owner  himself.  Fourth,  if  none  of  these 
methods  was  available  to  him,  the  impoverished  seller  could  wait  until  the 
Jubilee  Year,  and  it  would  revert  to  him  without  payment. 

The  second  precedure  is  described  in  Lev  25:  25:  “If  your  brother  becomes 
poor,  and  sells  part  of  his  property,  then  his  next  of  kin  shall  come  and 
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redeem  what  his  brother  has  sold.”  The  third  procedure  is  described  in 
Lev  25:  26-27:  “If  a  man  has  no  one  to  redeem  it,  and  then  himself  becomes 
prosperous  and  finds  sufficient  means  to  redeem  it,  let  him  reckon  the 
years  since  he  sold  it  and  pay  back  the  overpayment  to  the  man  to  whom 
he  sold  it;  and  he  shall  return  to  his  property.”  The  fourth  possibility  is  set 
forth  in  Lev  25  :  28:  “But  if  he  has  not  sufficient  means  to  get  it  back  for 
himself,  then  what  he  sold  shall  remain  in  the  hands  of  him  who  bought  it 
until  the  Year  of  Jubilee.  In  the  Jubilee  it  shall  be  released,  and  he  shall 
return  to  his  property.” 

The  extent  to  which  these  regulations  were  actually  operative  in  character 
is  not  our  present  concern.  In  this  connection,  it  should  be  noted  that  the 
Edict  of  Ammisaduqa  and  other  Mesopotamian  sources  concerning  the  re¬ 
mission  of  debts,  the  freeing  of  slaves,  and  the  reversion  of  landholdings 
suggest  that  the  biblical  laws  may  not  have  been  merely  utopian.®1 

It  should  be  noted  that  only  the  last  three  procedures,  all  set  forth  in 
the  Holiness  Code  in  Leviticus,  are,  properly  speaking,  instances  of  redemp¬ 
tion,  that  is  to  say,  the  restoration  to  its  original  owner  of  land  sold  to  an 
outsider.  The  first  procedure,  which  does  not  involve  either  the  removal 
of  the  land  from  the  possession  of  an  alien  purchaser  or  its  restoration  to 
its  original  owner,  is  not  an  instance  of  redemption,  and  is  therefore  not  in¬ 
cluded  in  the  laws  of  ge’ulah  in  Leviticus. 

An  examination  of  the  biblical  root  ga'al  makes  it  clear  that  its  basic  - 
meaning  is  “the  restoration  of  an  object  to  its  primal  condition.  ”*a  In  the 
ordinances  of  the  Jubilee  (Lev  25),  as  has  been  noted,  ge’ulah  represents 
the  process  of  restoration  to  the  status  quo  ante.  Since  a  kinsman  was 
charged  with  this  obligation,  the  participle  go’el  develops  the  secondary  mean¬ 
ing  of  “relative”  pure  and  simple  (Ruth  2: 20;  3:  9,  12)  and  is  a  synonym  for 
moda'  (2: 1),  and  the  verb  gets  the  meaning  “act  the  kinsman’s  role”  (3: 13). 

The  root  ga’al  is  frequently  associated  with  the  Exodus  from  Egypt 
(Ex  6:  6;  15:  13;  Ps  75:  2:  77:  16:  78:  35;  106:  10),  representing  the  return 
of  Israel  to  its  earlier  condition  of  liberty.  Deutero- Isaiah  uses  the  root  to 
describe  Israel’s  restoration  from  Exile  (Is  43:  1;  44;  23:  48:  20;  52:  9). 

It  is  applied  to  the  promise  of  God  to  redeem  man  from  death  by  restoring 
him  to  the  status  of  the  living  (Hos  13:  14;  Ps  103:  4;  Lam  3:  58). 

When  Job  curses  the  day  of  his  birth  (Job  3:  5),  he  prays:  yg’lhw  b$k 
wslmwt,  “May  darkness  and  gloom  redeem  it.”  There  is  more  than  a  trace 
of  irony  in  Job’s  use  of  the  verb  “redeem”;  he  is  referring  to  the  recapture 
of  the  day  by  the  primordial  darkness  and  chaos  out  of  which  the  light 
emerged  at  Creation.  Similarly,  the  go’el  haddam,  “blood  avenger”  (Num  35; 
Josh  20:  3,  5;  Deut  19:  8,  12;  2  Sam  14:  11),  redresses  the  cosmic  balance 
upset  by  the  pouring  out  of  innocent  blood. 
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In  Job’s  famous  affirmation  of  faith  w'ny  yd'ty  g'ly  hy,  “I  know  that  my 
Go' el  lives,”  both  nuances  are  to  be  found.  Earlier  he  had  wished  that  his 
cause  could  be  adjudicated  by  an  impartial  arbiter  (mokhiah,  9:  33).  He 
then  moves  forward  to  the  conviction  that  the  witness  prepared  to  testify 
on  his  behalf  ('edh,  sahadh,  16:  19)  is  already  on  hand  in  the  heavens.  In 
his  crescendo  of  faith.  Job  now  declares  that  he  has  more  than  an  arbiter 
or  even  a  witness— he  has  a  go'el.  God  is  his  kinsman  who  will  defend  him 
against  injustice;  he  is  his  redeemer  who  will  restore  him  to  his  earlier,  far 
happier  state. 

The  first  of  the  four  procedures  outlined  above  is  documented  in  our  bibli¬ 
cal  sources  as  well,  in  Jer  32:  8  ff.  It  is  clear  that  the  transaction  described 
in  Jeremiah  is  not  an  example  of  land  redemption,  but  rather  of  land  pur¬ 
chase  by  a  kinsman  to  keep  the  land  of  a  distressed  relative  from  being  sold 
to  an  outsider.  The  prophet  is  visited  by  his  cousin  Hanamel,  who  says  to 
him:  qnh  n'  'l  sdy  'Sr  b'ntwt  ky  Ik  mSpt  hg'wlh  Iqnwt,  “Buy  for  yourself  my 
field  that  is  in  Anathoth,  because  the  obligation-right  of  redemption  by 
purchase  is  yours.”  Or,  more  fully  in  vs  8,  ky  Ik  mSpt  hyrSh  wmSpt  hg'wlh, 
“for  the  right  of  inheritance  and  the  obligation  of  redemption  is  yours.” 
As  a  kinsman,  Jeremiah  has  the  obligation  to  redeem  the  land  if  it  is  being 
sold  to  an  alien,  and  he  has  the  right  of  inheritance  after  Hanamel’s  death. 
As  the  ensuing  narrative  makes  clear,  Jeremiah  does  not  “redeem”  the  land 
from  an  outsider;  he  purchases  it  directly  from  Hanamel,  pays  him  for  it, 
and  prepares  the  papers  attesting  to  the  sale.  He  does  not  return  the  field 
to  Hanamel,  which  would  have  been  the  case  had  Jeremiah  purchased 
it  from  an  “outside”  buyer.  The  term  used  throughout  is  qanah:  qnh  Ik 
(vs  8),  spr  hmqnh  (22:  11,  12,  14).  The  prophet’s  purpose  is  clearly  indi¬ 
cated  in  vs  15:  'wd  yqnw  htym  wSdwt  wkrmym  b'rs  hz't,  “Houses,  fields, 
and  vineyards  will  yet  be  sold  in  this  land.”  The  Jeremiah  incident  is  a 
bona  fide  example  of  the  first  procedure  open  to  a  farmer  threatened  with 
loss  of  his  land  to  an  outsider — its  sale  to  a  kinsman. 

The  situation  in  Ruth  is  completely  different.  When  Naomi  and  Ruth 
"  return  from  the  fields  of  Moab,  they  are  completely  destitute,  and  therefore 
Ruth  goes  out  into  the  fields  to  glean  with  the  poor.  There  is  not  the  slightest 
indication  that  Naomi  possesses  any  land,  fertile  or  otherwise,  available  for 
sale  from  the  past  or  that  she  has  acquired  any  before  or  since  her  return, 
as  Rowley  seems  to  imply  in  his  statement,  “Then  unexpectedly  we  find 
Naomi  possessed  of  land,  and  we  are  left  to  guess  how  it  came  into  her  pos¬ 
session,  and  what  had  happened  to  it  during  the  years  of  her  sojourn  in 
Moab.”53  Rowley  has  evidently  overlooked  the  clear  statement  that  the  land 
had  belonged  to  Elimelech  (4:  3)  and  his  sons  (4:  9).  It  has  also  been  pro¬ 
posed  that  Naomi  was  merely  the  executor  or  the  trustee  for  the  successors 
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to  the  legal  heirs.84  The  idea  has  been  advanced  that  Naomi  had  property 
from  her  own  family,  which  Elimelech  had  administered  during  his  lifetime.58 
Another  suggestion  is  that  Elimelech  had  willed  Naomi  a  life  contract  in 
the  property.56  But  if  Naomi  were  a  landowner,  or  even  the  administrator 
of  land,  no  matter  what  the  circumstances,  she  would  be  guilty  of  greed 
and  deception  in  sending  her  foreign-born  daughter-in-law  to  glean  in  the 
fields  among  the  poor.  To  turn  the  force  of  this  argument,  it  has  been  sug¬ 
gested  that  the  property  was  too  slight  to  support  Naomi  and  Ruth,57  or 
that  Naomi  was  unaware  that  she  had  property,88  but  neither  suggestion 
finds  the  slightest  support  either  in  the  letter  or  in  the  spirit  of  the  book— 
Naomi  is  totally  destitute. 

Moreover,  as  our  analysis  of  the  root  makes  clear,  the  term  ga'al  (4:  6) 
could  not  properly  be  applied  to  the  purchase  of  land  from  Naomi  by  her 
kinsman.  Nor,  indeed,  is  there  any  indication  that  she  receives  any  money 
in  the  transaction  or  even  that  she  is  present  at  the  proceedings. 

The  crucial  verse  4:  3:  hlqt  Mdh  >£r  I'hynw  I'lymlk  mkrh  n'my  hSbh  msdh 
mw'b  is  rendered  by  LXX:  “And  Boaz  said  to  the  kinsman:  ‘The  portion  of 
the  field  which  was  our  brother  Elimelech’s  which  was  given  to  Naomi 
[e  dedoiai  noemin ]  returning  out  of  the  land  of  Moab.  This  rendering  seeks 
to  achieve  two  purposes:  if  offers  the  “explanation”  that  Naomi  received 
the  land  as  a  gift,  and  eliminates  the  difficulty  of  her  “having  sold”  (mkrh) 
any  land.  However,  LXX  cannot  possibly  represent  the  original  Hebrew. 
Aside  from  its  complete  graphic  divergence  from  MT,  the  sentence  in  LXX 
is  grammatically  defective  since  it  has  no  principal  clause.  It  cannot  there¬ 
fore  be  described  as  a  successful  solution  of  the  substantive  difficulty.  The 
LXX  rendering  is,  in  a  word,  a  midrash.  Peshitta  translates  the  verse: 
“The  portion  of  the  field  of  our  brother  Elimelech,  Naomi  sold  me.”  This 
preserves  the  perfect  of  the  verb,  to  be  sure,  but  gratuitously  adds  an  all- 
important  pronoun  and  omits  the  remainder  of  the  verse.  Even  this  radical 
procedure  does  not  solve  the  difficulties  either  of  the  text  or  of  the  incident 
being  narrated.  For  obviously  at  this  point  in  the  proceedings  Boaz  has 
bought  nothing  I 

How  is  the  perfect  tense  of  mkrh  to  be  construed  ?  Many  scholars  vocalize 
it  mokrah,  but  the  change  is  unnecessary.  We  suggest  that  the  perfect  serves 
to  affirm  the  act  in  the  present,  being  similar  in  psychological  motivation 
to  the  perfect  of  prophetic  certitude.50  The  verb  mkrh  means  “she  is  definitely 
selling”  (cf  4:  5).  Instances  of  this  use  of  the  perfect  in  a  legal-commercial 
context  occur  in  the  transaction  between  Abraham  and  Ephron  (Gen  23: 
11):  h§dh  ntty  Ik;  and  23:  13:  ntty  ksp  Mdh. 

I  suggest  that  what  Naomi  is  disposing  of  is  the  obligation-right  to  redeem 
the  land  which  originally  had  belonged  to  her  husband  and  her  sons.  Under 
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the  pressure  of  the  famine  which  finally  drove  him  and  his  family  out  of 
his  native  land,  Elimelech  would  surely  have  disposed  of  all  his  holdings 
before  leaving  for  Moab.  Consequently,  Naomi  upon  her  return  is  completely 
without  means.  In  view  of  the  death  of  her  two  sons,  she  is  the  only  living 
heir  of  Elimelech.  As  such,  she  has  the  right  to  redeem  the  alienated  property 
of  hef  husband  by  repurchasing  it  from  its  buyers.  However,  lacking  any 
resources  of  her  own,  she  is  unable  to  do  so.  What  she  therefore  does  is  to 
call  upon  her  kinsman  to  “redeem”  the  land  by  repurchasing  it  from  its 
present  owners.  At  first,  the  unnamed  kinsman  is  willing  to  expend  some 
of  his  financial  means  on  the  redemption,  because  the  cost  will  be  balanced 
by  the  increased  landholdings  he  will  henceforth  possess.  But  Boaz  then 
informs  him  that  the  obligation  will  also  include  the  marriage  and  support 
of  Ruth,  with  the  probability  that  she  will  bear  children,  who  will  then 
claim  the  land  that  had  originally  belonged  to  Elimelech.  The  kinsman 
will  have  expended  some  of  his  money,  with  no  permanent  addition  to  his 
land  holdings.  He  now  declares  himself  unable  to  proceed  with  the  re¬ 
demption,  “lest  he  impair  his  own  inheritance,”  which  he  is  guarding  for 
his  children.  The  kinsman  then  removes  his  shoe  in  order  to  confirm  his 
transference  of  this  obligation-right  to  Boaz,  the  next  of  kin.  Boaz  willingly 
accepts  these  obligations  both  vis-&-vis  Elimelech’s  former  holdings  as  well 
as  vis-a-vis  Ruth,  undertaking  her  support  and  that  of  the  children  that 
will  be  born  to  her  as  well  as  of  Naomi,  who  is  part  of  the  household  (4:  16). 

In  order  to  place  the  transaction  in  perspective,  it  is  important  to  recog¬ 
nize  that  by  the  side  of  the  official  codified  family  laws  laid  down  in  the 
Pentateuch  there  was  a  body  of  customary  law  often  quite  different  in  spirit 
and  substance.  Evidence  for  this  customary  law,  affecting  the  status  and 
rights  of  women,  is  growing,  and  the  subject  deserves  careful  study  and  anal¬ 
ysis. 

Our  extant  biblical  law  codes  give  no  indication  that  a  woman  possessed 
such  legal  rights  as  land  redemption.  But  the  point  need  not  be  labored 
that  in  ancient  times,  as  in  our  own,  codified  law,  particularly  in  such  areas 
as  the  rights  of  women,  lagged  behind  life  and  custom.  According  to  the 
Book  of  the  Covenant  (Ex  21:  7-11),  a  woman  was  virtually  rightless,  being 
under  the  power  of  her  father  until  her  marriage  and  subsequently  under 
the  authority  of  her  husband.  Any  vow  she  took  could  be  abrogated  by  her 
father  or  her  husband  (Num  30:  6,  9).  She  had  no  rights  of  inheritance,  since 
only  sons  shared  in  the  estate  of  their  father  (Deut  21:  15  ff).  If  a  betrothed 
girl  was  caught  in  adultery,  her  execution  was  mandatory,  with  no  provision 
for  forgiveness  or  reconciliation  with  her  husband  (Deut  22:  20  ff).  Mani¬ 
festly,  the  penalty  for  a  married  woman  could  be  no  less  (Lev  20:  10). 
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The  records  of  biblical  life  that  have  come  down  to  us,  however,  disclose 
that,  notwithstanding  these  legal  liabilities,  women  were  by  no  means  chat¬ 
tels  in  the  hands  of  the  males  but  vital  personalities  to  their  own  right.  The 
gallery  of  sharply  etched,  powerful  characters  among  the  women  includes 
Sarah  and  Rebecca,  Rachel  and  Leah,  Deborah  and  Abigail,  Bath-Sheba  ^ 
and  Esther.  If  nothing  else,  the  ability  to  make  family  life  a  heaven  or  a 
hell,  to  which  the  Proverbist  refers  time  and  again  (Prov  21:  9,  19;  25:  24; 
27: 15),  placed  substantial  power  in  women’s  hands.  As  the  Rabbinic  dictum 
puts  it,  “A  woman  carries  her  weapons  in  her  own  person”  (*$h  kly  zynh 
<lyh)*° 

Even  in  codified  biblical  law,  a  few  breaches  in  the  rightlessness  of  women 
are  discernible.  When  Zelophehad  died  without  male  issue,  his  daughters 
were  given  the  right  to  inherit  from  him,  though,  to  be  sure,  a  special 
Divine  dispensation  was  required  (Num  27:  1-11).  A  widow  or  a  divorced 
woman  could  not  easily  be  made  totally  subservient  to  her  father  again, 
as  the  law  of  oaths  makes  clear  (Num  30:  10). 

According  to  customary  law,  as  distinguished  from  the  official  codes,  women 
enjoyed  a  substantially  higher  status.  The  marital  tragedy  of  Hosea,  how¬ 
ever  interpreted,  makes  it  clear  that  a  woman  guilty  of  adultery  could  be 
forgiven  and  restored  to  her  husband’s  home  (Hos  1,  2,  3,  esp.  2:  16  ff;  3:  3). 
This  attitude  is  entirely  congruent  with  the  fact  that  Hosea  is  the  first  figure  ^ 
in  history  to  insist  on  a  single  standard  of  sexual  morality  for  both  sexes: 

“I  will  not  punish  your  daughters  when  they  play  the  harlot,  nor  your  brides 
when  they  commit  adultery;  for  the  men  themselves  go  aside  with  harlots, 
and  sacrifice  with  cult  prostitutes,  and  a  people  without  understanding  shall 
come  to  ruin”  (Hos  4:  14). 

The  “woman  of  valor”  in  Proverbs,  who  undoubtedly  belonged  to  the 
upper  levels  of  society,  engaged  in  buying  and  selling,  and  did  not  content 
herself  with  her  household  duties  (Prov  31:  14).  Job,  after  his  restoration, 
gives  his  daughters  an  inheritance  “among  their  brothers”  (Job  42:  15). 
The  Elephantine  papyri  document  the  elaborate  business  activities  of  the 
redoubtable,  thrice-married  property  owner  Mibtahiah,  daughter  of  Mah- 
seiah.61 

It  is  one  of  the  major  achievements  of  talmudic  law  that  it  substantially 
extended  the  rights  of  women,  particularly  in  the  areas  of  marriage,  divorce, 
and  property.62  The  final  step  was  taken  in  the  post-talmudic  era,  when 
the  synod  of  Rabbi  Gershom  of  Mainz  made  the  consent  of  the  wife  manda¬ 
tory  when  the  husband  issued  a  divorce.63 

The  most  radical  extension  of  women’s  rights,  the  power  to  initiate  a 
divorce,  has  not  become  normative  in  traditional  Judaism,  at  least  not  yet. 
But  there  is  mounting  evidence  that  at  various  periods  and  in  different  com- 
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munities  a  woman  was  able  to  demand  and  receive  a  divorce  when  she  found 
her  marriage  intolerable.  This  right  seems  to  have  been  widespread  in  the 
Elephantine  Jewish  colony  of  the  fifth  century  b.c.e.64  It  also  held  true 
of  Palestine  in  at  least  three  different  periods.  This  is  clear  from  a  second- 
century  text  found  in  Murabacat,66  from  the  Palestinian  Talmud  a  few 
centuries  later,66  and  from  at  least  three  documents  in  the  Cairo  Genizah, 
dating  from  the  tenth  or  eleventh  century.67  This  virtual  equalization  of 
the  sexes  with  regard  to  divorce,  which  contravenes  the  clear  intent  of  Deut 
24:  1,  was  achieved  either  by  a  special  prenuptial  arrangement,68  or  by  the 
court’s  compelling  the  husband  to  issue  the  divorce,69  or  by  the  rabbis’ 
annulling  the  marriage  retroactively  by  invoking  their  fundamental  author¬ 
ity  in  domestic  law.70 

To  revert  to  Ruth,  it  is  reasonable  to  assume,  on  the  basis  of  the  data 
adduced,  that,  in  the  late  biblical  period  at  least,  when  there  were  no  male 
survivors  a  woman  would  inherit  from  her  husband  and  succeed  to  his 
rights  and  privileges.  Naomi  inherited  no  land  from  her  husband  and  sons — 
only  the  right  to  redeem  the  family  property  that  her  husband  had  sold. 
Because  she  is  unable  to  exercise  this  right,  in  view  of  her  poverty,  she 
transfers  (mkrh)  this  obligation-right  to  her  nearest  kinsman.  When  he 
declines,  Boaz,  a  somewhat  more  distant  relative,  accepts  (qnty)  this  obliga¬ 
tion-right,  which  brings  him  Ruth  as  a  wife.  His  subsequent  redemption 
of  the  land  from  the  original  purchaser  from  Elimelech,  is  not  described 
in  the  book,  because  it  is  Ruth  who  is  the  focus  of  interest. 

The  verbs  makhar ,  “sell,”  and  qanah ,  “buy,”  must  therefore  carry  a 
special  nuance  of  their  basic  meaning  “sell”  and  “buy.”  In  our  context, 
makhar  means  “to  transfer  the  obligation-right  of  redemption”  and  qanah 
“to  accept,  acquire  the  obligation-right  of  redemption.”  It  is  this  power 
which  the  kinsman  transmits  to  Boaz  by  taking  off  his  sandal  and  giving 
it  to  Boaz.  The  practice  of  a  buyer’s  taking  hold  of  some  movable  object 
(metaltelin)  like  a  cloth-band  or  kerchief  to  confirm  the  transfer  of  property 
(qabbalat  qinyan ,  lit.  “the  acceptance  of  ownership”)  is  operative  in  Rab¬ 
binic  law  to  the  present  day.71 

This  special  usage  of  the  verbs  makhar  and  qanah  cannot  now,  as  far  as 
I  know,  be  attested  elsewhere  in  our  extant  sources.  The  fact  is  perhaps 
explicable  by  the  fact  that  we  have  very  few  descriptions  of  commercial 
transactions  in  biblical  times.  However,  partial  analogies  for  this  usage 
may  be  found.  The  verb  makhar  is  used  in  a  noncommercial  context  to 
“hand  over  to  enemies”  (Deut  32:  30;  Judg  2:  14;  3:  8,  4:  2,  9,  10;  7;  1 
Sam  12:  9;  Is  50:  1;  Ezek  30:  12;  Ps  44:  13),  a  sense  which  embodies  the 
nuance  of  “transfer,”  which  we  postulate  for  Ruth  4:  3.  In  Mishnaic  Hebrew, 
the  Qal  of  qanah  means  “acquire,”  and  the  Hiphil,  hiqnah  means  “to  cause 
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to  acquire— empower  to  acquire.”  Thus,  *ih  hqnw  Iw  mn  hSmym  (B.  Kethu - 
bot  82a)  “Heaven  gave  him  the  power  to  acquire  a  wife,”  *yn  'dm  mqnh 
dbr  § l '  by  I'wlm  ( B .  Baba  Meizia)  “A  man  cannot  empower  the  sale  of  some¬ 
thing  not  yet  in  existence.”  lyhwh  h'rs  wmly'h  §qnh  whqnh  w§lyt  b'ylmw 
{B*  Bo§  HaSanah  31a)  “The  earth  is  the  Lord’s  and  its  fullness — because 
He  acquired  it  and  empowered  its  inhabitants  to  take  possession  and  He 
rules  in  His  world.”72  The  verb  mdkhar  in  Ruth  is  equivalent  to  the  Mishnaic 
hiqnah  “cause,  empower  to  buy.”  For  this  meaning,  we  may  also  note  the 
Aramaic  root  zbn ,  which  in  the  Pe'al  means  “buy”  and  in  the  Pa'el  has  a 
causative  sense,  “cause  to  buy,  hence,  sell.” 

What  we  have  in  Ruth  is  therefore  a  classic  tale  from  the  Silver  Age  of 
biblical  literature  that  tells  a  moving  story  of  a  distant  and  idealized  past. 
The  transaction  described  is  not  an  instance  of  the  levirate,  but  a  genuine 
example  of  the  redemption  of  land,  which  had  been  sold  under  the  stress 
of  economic  want  to  an  outsider.  The  land  is  redeemed  and  restored  to  the 
family  by  a  kinsman  who  finds  his  reward  in  the  love  and  devotion  of  the 
destitute  woman  whom  he  has  befriended  and  sheltered. 


Notes 

1  Cf  MidraS  Ruth  Rabbah  2:  14:  “This  scroll  is  concerned  neither  with  the  laws  of  purity 
or  impurity,  of  permitted  or  forbidden  actions.  Why,  then,  was  it  written  ?  To  teach 
you  how  great  is  the  reward  for  the  practice  of  loving-kindness.  ’’  Cf  also  MidraS  Leviticus 
Rabbah  34:  8. 

2  Cf  Nelson  Glueck’s  well-known  study,  first  published  in  German  in  1927,  translated 
into  English  by  A.  Gottschalk  under  the  title,  Hesed  in  the  Bible  (Cincinnati,  1967). 

3  Hesed  is  used  for  “love”  even  in  its  transitory  and  superficial  sense,  as  in  Hos  6:  4: 
mh'  (th  Ik  ' prym  mh>  *4h  Ik  yhivdh  whsdkm  k<nn  bqr  wktl  mSkym  hlkt  “What  shall  I  do  with 
you,  O  Ephraim?  What  shall  I  do  with  you,  0  Judah?  Seeing  that  your  love  is  like  a 
morning  cloud,  like  the  passing  dew  of  the  morning.”  For  wekat{al  in  MT,  read  the  con¬ 
struct  fiktaL  On  maSkim ,  lit.  “rising  (time),  morning,”  cf  the  usage  in  post-biblical  Hebrew: 
M.  Bikkurim  3:  2:  wlmSkym  hmmwnh  ' wmr ,  “In  the  morning  the  official  says.”  This 
usage  occurs  also  in  Seder  Olam  (ed.  Marx),  p.  31,  and  Damascus  Scroll  (S.  Schechter, 
Zadokite  Seel ,  p.  10),  and  see  R.  Gordis  in  Sepher  Tur-Sinai  (Jerusalem,  5720-1960),  p.  158. 

4  This  tradition  is  found  in  the  LXX  and  in  the  versions  dependent  upon  it  and  is 
reflected  in  the  talmudic  statement:  “Samuel  wrote  the  book  bearing  his  name,  Judges 
and  Ruth”  (B.  Bathra ,  14b). 

5  Cf  R.  Gordis,  “The  Bible  as  a  Cultural  Monument”  (in  L.  Finkelstein,  The  Jews , 
New  York,  1949),  p.  809,  now  in  idem,  Poets ,  Prophets  and  Sages  (Bloomington,  1970, 
p.  34),  and  in  Koheleth:  The  Man  and  His  World  (New  York,  1955),  p.  18  f. 

0  For  an  excellent  recent  treatment  of  the  literary  motifs  in  Ruth,  cf  D.  F.  Rauber, 
“Literary  Values  in  the  Bible:  The  Book  of  Ruth,”  in  JBL  89  (1970),  27-37. 

7  So  Berthold  and  Graetz,  who  are  followed  by  Bertholet,  Comill,  Meinhold,  Hempel, 
and  many  moderns. 

8  Suggested  as  a  possibility  by  H.  H.  Rowley,  “The  Marriage  of  Ruth”  in  The  Servant 
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of  the  Lord  and  Other  Essays  on  the  O.T.  (London,  1952),  p.  164.  This  important  paper, 
rich  in  bibliographical  references,  will  henceforth  be  cited  as  RMR. 

9  So  S.  R.  Driver,  A.  Kahana  ( PeruS  MadaH ),  ad  loc. 

10  So  S.  R.  Driver. 

11  S.  J.  J.  Slotki  in  Soncino  Bible,  Five  Megillot  (London,  1946),  p.  39a. 

12  So  Humbert. 

13  So  Gunkel. 

14  So  Haller,  Die  Fiinf  Megillot  (Ttibingen,  1940),  p.  2. 

15  So  Budde,  Oettli. 

16  Cf  W.  E.  Staples  in  AJSL  (1937),  147-57. 

17  So  R.  H.  Pfeiffer,  Introduction  to  the  OT  (New  York,  1941),  p.  719;  O.  Eissfeldt, 
The  OT:  An  Introduction  (New  York,  1965),  p.  480  f. 

18  See  the  useful  conspectus  of  views  in  RMR,  p.  164>  n.  1,  and  the  OT  Introductions 
of  Driver,  Pfeiffer,  and  Eissfeldt. 

19  Cf  B.  Baba  Batra ,  14b,  cited  in  n.  4  above. 

20  So  Keil,  Wright,  Albright,  and  Myers. 

21  So  Wright,  Oettli,  Driver,  Fischer,  Haller,  and  Kaufmann. 

22  So  Davidson,  Reuss. 

23  So  Ewald,  Jepsen. 

24  So  Wellhausen,  Bertholet,  Cornill,  Steuemagel.  The  fourth  century  is  preferred  by 
Jouon,  Meinhold,  Sellin,  Oesterley-Robinson,  Eissfeldt,  Pfeiffer. 

25  In  his  careful  study  of  the  language  of  our  book,  The  Linguistic  and  Literary  Form 
of  the  Book  of  Ruth  (Leiden,  1955),  pp.  8-32,  Jacob  M.  Myers  concludes  that  Ruth  belongs 
to  the  period  of  the  early  Monarchy.  He  categorizes  the  language  as  belonging  “to  the 
same  broad  category  as  JE  in  the  Pentateuch ,  Joshua ,  Judges ,  Samuel  and  Kings”  (p.  32). 
Our  reasons  for  being  unable  to  accept  this  view  are  indicated  in  the  body  of  this  paper. 

26  Thus,  by  the  side  of  the  early  tStkryn  I  Sam  1:  14,  note  the  later  tthmqyn  Jer  31: 
21,  and  thylyn  Is  45:  10. 

27  On  these  forms,  which  occur  not  only  as  Kethibh-Qere  readings  but  in  the  MT  with 
no  variants,  and  the  implications  of  this  fact  for  the  Masorah,  see  Gordis,  The  Biblical 
Text  in  the  Making  (Philadelphia,  1937),  pp.  101  ff;  augmented  edition  (New  York,  1971). 

28  Thus  rby  sm(um  S'Sh  SIS  lsrh  Snh  bm'rh,  “R.  Simeon,  who  spent  thirteen  years  in  the 
cave*’  ( MidraS  Tehillim  on  Ps  17:  14)  and  often.  On  <gwnhy  lit.  “chained,”  the  technical 
term  for  a  deserted  wife  who  has  not  received  a  religious  divorce  (get)  from  her  husband, 
cf  B.  Gittin  and  often. 

29  In  spite  of  this  usage  and  other  linguistic  phenomena  adduced  in  the  text,  W.  F. 
Albright  declares  “Neither  vocabulary  nor  syntax  suggests  any  Aramaic  influence  in  the 
writer's  [sc.  of  Ruth]  Hebrew”  (in  his  review  of  R.  H.  Pfeiffer's  Introduction  to  the  Old 
Testament  in  JBLy  61  [1942],  124).  Even  if  Aramaic  influence  be  discounted  in  this  in¬ 
stance,  the  well-attested  tendency  of  tertiae  Ateph  forms  to  become  tertiae  Yod  in  “late” 
OT  and  Middle  Hebrew  (cf  e.g.,  B.  Margulis  in  JBL  89  [1970],  300,  n.  14)  would  still 
point  to  a  later  rather  than  to  an  earlier  date  for  Ruth.  The  current  tendency  to  deny 
altogether  the  existence  of  Aramaisms  in  biblical  Hebrew  is  an  overreaction  to  the  ear¬ 
lier  propensity  to  exaggerate  their  extent.  It  has  happened  in  the  history  of  biblical 
scholarship  more  than  once  that  the  pendulum  has  swung  from  one  to  the  other  extreme. 
What  is  obviously  needed  is  a  balanced  position.  A  fuller  discussion  of  the  tendency 
toward  tertiae  Yod  forms  instead  of  tertiae  Aleph  would  also  need  to  reckon  with  the 
problems  of  Biblical  orthography  and  the  evidence  of  Mishnaic  Hebrew. 

30  See  our  discussion  of  the  four  categories  of  Aramaisms,  real  and  alleged,  in  The 
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Book  of  God  and  Man:  A  Study  of  Job  (Chicago,  1965),  pp.  161-63,  334,  and  “On  the  Me¬ 
thodology  of  Biblical  Exegesis”  in  JQR  vol.  61,  1970,  93-118. 

31  Cf  Rowley’s  summary  of  the  various  views  in  “The  Chronological  Order  of  Ezra  and 
Nehemiah,”  op.  cit.,  pp.  131-59. 

32  See  RMR,  p.  163. 

33  Cf  R.  T.  H.  Griffith,  The  Ramayan  of  Valmiki  (1915),  p.  265  f. 

34  Cf  J.  Scheftelowitz,  Archiv  fUr  Religionswissenschaft  18  (1915),  255. 

35  Cf  E.  R.  Lacheman  in  JBL  56  (1937),  53  ff;  E.  A.  Speiser,  in  BASOR  77  (1940), 
15  ff,  who  adduces  Akkadian  evidence  and  argues  for  the  use  of  the  shoe  to  validate  special 
transactions.  It  may  be  added  that  the  reason  for  the  use  of  the  shoe  to  confirm  a  trans¬ 
fer  of  property  was  probably  a  practical  one.  In  ancient  society,  men  possessed  few  mov¬ 
able  objects  that  could  be  used  to  symbolize  a  transaction.  The  only  article  of  major 
clothing  was  the  garment  worn  by  day  and  used  as  a  covering  by  night  (Ex  22:  25-27; 
Deut  24:  11),  which  could  obviously  not  be  removed  in  public.  Hence,  the  sandal  was 
used.  In  Rabbinic  Judaism,  acquisition  was  validated  by  taking  hold  of  a  scarf  ( qinyan 
'agabh  suddr).  This  practice  is  still  in  vogue,  in  the  validation  of  the  Kethubbah  “mar¬ 
riage  contract”  at  weddings  and  at  mekhirat  hames ,  the  fictive  “sale  of  leaven”  before 
Passover,  the  possession  of  which  is  forbidden  to  householders  by  Rabbinic  law. 

On  the  other  hand,  the  passage  in  Amos  2:  6:  * l-mkrm  bksp  sdyq  w'bywn  b*bwr  nclym 
(see  also  8:  6)  which  is  often  cited  in  this  connection  (so  Speiser,  loc.  c/7.)  is  not  an  in¬ 
stance  of  this  usage.  Note  that  the  na'aldyim  are  not  the  instruments  but  the  object  of 
the  evildoers  activity.  It  is  important  to  note:  a)  the  parallelism  in  Amos,  b)  the  textual 
evidence  from  1  Sam  12:  3:  ivy<lm  (yny  but  (cf  LXX,  which  read  wn'lym  *nu  by),  c)  the 
Hebrew  text  of  Ben  Sira  46:  19  kpr  wn'alm  (cf  PeSilta ,  “ransom  and  bribe”  as  well  as  d) 
the  use  of  the  noun  n'lmym  in  the  Qumran  Thanksgiving  Scrolls  (Tablet  XIII,  1.3)  and 
Ps  26:  4;  on  the  basis  of  this  evidence,  we  have  postulated  a  noun  na<alam ,  “bribe,”  lit. 
“covering,  hiding  material,”  in  all  these  passages.  In  Amos  3:  6;  8:  6,  read:  € l-mkrm 
bksp  sdyq  w'bywn  b'bwr  n'lm.  Note  the  parallel  with  ksp.  In  1  Sam  12:  3,  read:  wmyd 
my  Iqhty  kpr  tvnUm.  In  Ben  Sira,  read  similarly:  kpr  wnHm.  See  R.  Gordis,  “Na*afam 
and  Other  Observations  on  the  Ain  Feshka  Scrolls,”  in  JNES  19  (1950),  44  ff.  In  Ps 
26:  4  and  in  the  Thanksgiving  Scrolls,  the  plural  n'lmym  is  a  synecdoche  for  ’’men  of 
bribes  ;  cf  the  parallelism  with  mty  §w*.  The  form  na<alam  is  a  iVun-preformative  noun, 
derived  from  the  Niphal.  On  this  formation,  cf  the  biblical  form  napttil  (Gen  30:  8)  and 
see  Ges.-Kautzsch,  Grammatik ,  28  ed.  sec.  85,  par.  49.  The  form  is  more  common  in 
Mishnaic  Hebrew,  as,  e.g.,  nahtom ,  “baker”  (B.  Baba  Ba tra  20b.),  nhSwl,  “crushing  wind” 
(B.  Baba  Kamma  116b.),  cf  also  n?ph,  ny?oq ,  ndbkh,  and  see  M.  H.  Segal,  Diqduq  LeSon 
HamiSnah  (Tel  Aviv,  5696—1936),  sec.  129.  The  existence  of  feminine  Nun-preformative 
nouns  in  Mishnaic  Hebrew  such  as  nibreSet  and  nibrekhet  suggests  that  in  Ps  37:  38  nkrth 
may  also  be  a  noun  meaning  “destruction,”  similarly  in  Prov  15:  6  wbtbu't  r$‘  n'krt  “but 
for  the  income  of  the  wicked,  there  is  destruction”  (note  the  Beth). 

37  On  the  levirate  in  general,  cf  E.  Westermarck,  The  History  of  Human  Marriage 
(5th  ed..  New  York,  1922),  vol.  3,  pp.  207-20,  261-63.  On  the  biblical  institution,  cf 
J.  G.  Frazer,  Folklore  in  the  OT ,  vol.  2,  pp.  266-303;  D.  Jacobson,  The  Social  Background 
of  the  OT  (Cincinnati,  1942),  pp.  290  ff;  T.  H.  Gaster,  Myth,  Legend,  and  Custom  in  OT 
(New  York,  1969),  pp.  447  ff.  For  the  levirate  in  post-biblical  Judaism,  cf  L.  M.  Epstein, 
Marriage  Laws  in  the  Bible  and  the  Talmud ,  (Cambridge,  1942). 

38  Cf  T.  J.  Meek  in  ANET ,  p.  182,  who  supplies  in  brackets  the  crucial  words,  reading: 
“[If]  she  has  no  [son,  her  father-in-law  shall  marry  her  to  the  son]  of  his  choice  ...  or, 
if  he  wishes,  he  may  give  her  to  her  father-in-law.” 
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39  Cf  A.  Goetze  in  ANET  p.  196b;  E.  Neufeld,  The  Hittite  Laws  (London,  1951),  p.  55. 
It  is  worth  noting  that  there  is  no  explicit  reference  here  to  the  widow's  childlessness. 
This  is,  however,  probably  the  circumstance  to  which  the  levirate  applied.  On  the  other 
hand,  it  is  possible  that  the  levirate  marriage  in  these  Middle-East  cultures  was  concerned 
not  with  “preserving  the  name  of  the  dead  man”  but  with  economic  factors,  either  pro¬ 
viding  for  the  widow’s  maintenance  or,  as  would  be  more  likely,  with  retaining  her  as 
property  within  the  circle  of  the  family.  See  E.  M.  MacDonald,  The  Position  of  Women  as 
Reflected  in  Semitic  Codes  of  Law  (Toronto,  1931),  pp.  45,  63  ff,  who  stresses  the  element 
of  property  in  the  levirate,  as  do  other  writers. 

40  The  considerably  earlier  date  we  assign  to  the  composition  of  Deuteronomy  (the 
evidence  for  which  we  hope  to  present  shortly)  does  not  affect  the  development  of  the 
levirate  discussed  in  the  text.  The  later  date  proposed  by  some  scholars  would  not  mili¬ 
tate  against  the  relative  antiquity  of  the  rite.  See  also  n.  41. 

41  Thus,  Rowley  correctly  observes  that  Deuteronomy  “reflects  a  limitation  of  some¬ 
thing  that  was  once  wider  in  Israel,  as  is  clear  from  the  other  duties  of  the  gd'el ”  (RMR, 
p.  170). 

42  The  Talmud  (B.  KidduSin,  7b;  B.  Yebamol ,  6:  1)  explains  that  the  Samaritans  ar¬ 
rived  at  their  conclusion  by  treating  hhw$h  in  P  thyh  *$t-hmt  hhwsh  Py$  zr  (Deut  25:  5) 
as  an  adjective  modifying  >$t:  “hence  a  woman  outside,  not  yet  living  in  his  house,  i.e., 
a  betrothed  woman.”  They  then  interpret  the  passage  to  mean  that  this  category  of 
woman,  i.e.  a  betrothed  woman,  may  not  be  married  to  a  stranger  (but  must  marry  her 
brother-in-law),  but  a  woman  “inside,”  living  in  his  house,  i.e.,  a  married  woman,  may  be 
taken  by  a  stranger  (and  must  not  marry  her  brother-in-law).  The  Samaritan  Targum 
renders  hhw$h  as  br'yth  “one  outside.”  The  Talmud  interprets  hhwsh  similarly,  as  a  refer¬ 
ence  to  a  betrothed  woman.  It  therefore  requires  yibbum ,  both  for  an  engaged  and  for  a 
married  woman  ( B .  Yeb.  13b). 

43  So  Benjamin  ben  Moshe  of  Nehawend  (ca  830),  Joseph  ben  Jacob  Qirqisani  (tenth 
century),  and  Elijah  Bashyazi  (ca  1420).  Later  Qaraite  practice  permitted  the  levirate 
only  to  cousins  of  the  dead  husband.  Other  authorities  forbade  the  rite,  even  in  the 
case  of  a  betrothed  woman.  For  a  succinct  summary  of  Samaritan  and  Qaraite  views, 
see  J.  D.  Eisenstein,  Osar  Yisrael ,  vol.  5,  p.  47. 

44  Cf  W.  Max  Mtlller,  The  Sacred  Books  of  the  East  (1886),  vol.  25,  p.  335. 

45  Cf  the  Mishnah  tractates  Ma'aserot  and  Ma'aser  Seni  for  the  detailed  provisions. 

46  M.  Bekhorot  1:  7. 

47  The  great  variety  of  views  in  the  Talmud  cannot  be  set  forth  here.  For  a  conspectus 
of  these  views,  associated  with  the  biblical  text,  cf  Barukh  Halevi  Epstein,  Torah  Temi- 
mah,  (New  York,  1922),  vol.  5,  pp.  384-404.  One  classic  statement  cited  in  the  Babylonian 
and  the  Palestinian  Talmud  will  suffice:  ( Tosefta ,  Yebamott  Ch  6;  B.  Yebamot  39b;  109a; 
J.  Yebamot  13:  2).  “Abba  Saul  says:  He  who  marries  his  sister-in-law  for  the  sake  of 
her  beauty  or  because  of  desire,  or  any  other  ulterior  motive  [ Tosefta — for  the  sake  of 
property],  is  guilty  of  incest  and  I  am  inclined  to  regard  the  offspring  as  illegitimate. 
The  Sages  say,  “The  Biblical  statement  ‘her  brother-in-law  shall  come  into  her'  means 
no  matter  what  the  circumstances  or  the  motive.” 

48  B.  Baba  Batra ,  109b. 

49  Cf  Barukh  Halevi  Epstein,  op.  cii.  p.  386,  n.  52,  who  calls  attention  to  this  unusually 
broad  interpretation  of  ben. 

50  Levirate  marriage  is  forbidden  by  the  Franco-German  school  of  Tosafists  like  Rabbi 
Jacob  ben  Meir  Tam  (1100-1171),  the  grandson  of  Rashi  (1040-1105).  The  levirate  is 
permitted  by  Rabbi  Isaac  ben  Jacob  Al-Fasi  of  North  Africa  (1013-1103),  Maimonides 
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(1135-1204),  and  Rabbi  Asher  ben  Jehiel  (1250-1328),  who  lived  in  an  Islamic  environ¬ 
ment. 

51  For  the  fullest  text  of  the  Edict  of  Ammisaduqa  (seventeenth  century  b.c.e.),  cf 
J.  J.  Finkelstein  in  ANET ,  Supplement,  (Princeton,  1969),  pp.  526-28.  This  is  the  most 
extensive  document  extant  dealing  with  the  proclamation  of  an  act  of  “equity”  (Sumerian 
nig .  si.  sa.f  Akkadian  miSarum)  by  a  Babylonian  king,  a  practice  in  vogue  at  the  accession 
of  a  king  to  the  throne  and  on  succeeding  intervals  of  seven  or  more  years.  Ammisaduqa, 
the  tenth  ruler  of  the  Hammurabi  dynasty,  ruled  from  1641  to  1626  b.c.e.  Finkelstein, 
who  cites  other,  less  complete  references  to  this  usage  in  Near  Eastern  texts,  speaks  of 
miSarum  as  encompassing  “the  remission  of  debts  and  the  reversion  of  land-holdings  to 
their  original  owners”  (op.  cit.f  p.  526a).  It  may  be  noted  that  the  Edict  of  Ammisaduqa 
is  very  detailed  only  with  regard  to  the  remission  of  debts,  but  is  much  less  explicit  on 
the  freeing  of  those  sold  into  slavery  for  debt.  I  am  unable  to  find  any  reference  in 
the  Edict  to  the  restoration  of  land  to  the  original  owner.  Nor  is  there  an  enunciation  of 
any  cosmic  religious  principle,  such  as  is  set  forth  in  Lev  25:  23. 

It  is  noteworthy  that  the  differences  in  the  degree  of  attention  given  in  Mesopotamia 
to  the  various  features  of  the  miSarum  have  their  parallel  in  biblical  and  post-biblical 
experience.  The  principle  of  the  remission  of  debts  (Deut  15:  1  ff)  during  “the  year  of 
release”  was  operative  as  late  as  the  Second  Temple  Period.  Its  observance  created 
grave  economic  problems  in  the  more  advanced,  urbanized  society  which  required  access 
to  credit.  Hence,  HilleFs  taqqanah  of  the  prosbul  (first  century  c.e.),  (M.  Shcbiith  10: 
2,  3),  which  utilized  a  legal  fiction  to  make  it  possible  to  collect  unpaid  debts  after  the 
Semittah.  On  the  other  hand,  Rabbinic  tradition  declares  that  the  biblical  provision  for 
the  restoration  of  land  in  the  Jubilee  Year  was  not  enforced  after  the  early  exile  of  the 
Trans- Jordanian  tribes  of  Reuben,  Gad,  and  half  of  Manasseh  ( Sifra ,  Behar  II,  3)  or 
thereafter,  during  the  Second  Temple  (B.  Arakhin ,  32b.). 

52  After  the  paper  was  completed,  I  was  pleased  to  find  that  D.  Daube,  in  Studies  in 
Biblical  Law  (Cambridge,  1944;  reprint  edition  New  York,  1969),  pp.  39-62,  who  treats 
the  role  of  the  go'el  in  detail,  presents  a  similar  interpretation  of  the  primary  meaning  of 
the  root  ga*dl. 

53  Op.  cit.y  p.  163. 

54  So  E.  Neufeld,  Ancient  Hebrew  Marriage  Laws  (London,  1944),  pp.  240  f. 

55  So  J.  A.  Jepsen,  Theologische  Studien  und  Kritiken ,  108  (1937-38)  419  ff;  and  W. 
Caspari,  Neue  Kirchliche  Zeitschrifi,  19,  (1908)  115  ff. 

56  So,  apparently,  Rowley,  op.  cit . 

57  S.  M.  Burrows  in  JBL  59  (1940),  448. 

58  So  Haller,  ad  loc. 

59  So  also  Haller.  On  this  usage,  cf  S.  R.  Driver,  A  Treatise  in  the  Use  of  the  Tenses 
in  Hebrew  (Oxford,  1892),  pp.  17  f,  sec.  13  f. 

00  B.  Yebamol  115a. 

61  See  E.  Sachau,  Aramaische  Papyrus  und  Ostraka  (Leipzig,  1911)  and  A.  Ungnad, 
Aramaische  Papyrus  aus  Elephantine  (Leipzig,  1911)  for  the  texts  discovered  earlier; 
and  for  those  found  later,  E.  G.  Kraeling,  The  Brooklyn  Museum  Papyri  (New  Haven, 
1953).  From  the  extensive  literature  we  cite  M.  L.  Margolis,  The  Elephantine  Documents 
(JQRy  12  [1912],  419-43);  and  B.  Porten,  Archives  from  Elephantine  (Berkeley  and  Los 
Angeles,  1960),  who  treats  of  Mibtahiah’s  life  and  career  in  pp.  235-63. 

62  On  the  content  and  development  of  talmudic  law  with  regard  to  women  and  the 
family,  cf  L.  M.  Epstein,  The  Jewish  Marriage  Contract  (New  York,  1927):  Marriage 
Laws  in  the  Bible  and  the  Talmud  (Cambridge,  1942);  L.  Finkelstein,  Akiba:  Scholar , 
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Saint,  and  Martyr  fNew  York,  1936),  L.  Finkelstein,  The  Pharisees,  3d  ed.  (Philadelphia, 
1962),  and  see  vol.  2,  p.  837,  n.  52.  For  the  post-talmudic  period,  cf.  A.  H.  Freimann, 
Seder  QidduSin  Unesuin  (Heb)  (Jerusalem,  5705=1945). 

63  Salo  W.  Baron,  A  Social  and  Religious  History  of  the  Jews  (New  York,  1958),  vol.  6, 
pp.  135  f. 

64  Cf  B.  Porten,  op,  cit.,  pp.  209  f,  261  f  for  the  divorce  formula  in  Elephantine  and 
its  relationship  to  other  evidence  for  this  practice. 

65  For  this  as  yet  unpublished  document,  see  P.  Benoit,  J.  T.  Milik,  R.  de  Vaux,  Dis¬ 
coveries  in  the  Judean  Desert  II  (Oxford,  1961),  p.  108. 

66  Cf  J.  Ketubot  30b,  v,  8;  also  J.  Ketubot  31c,  VII,  6;  and  see  L.  M.  Epstein  The  Jewish 
Marriage  Contract  (New  York,  1927),  pp.  197  ff. 

67  Cf  the  brief  discussion  of  these  texts  and  their  implications  in  M.  A.  Friedman, 
Bittul  Hanesu'in  'al  pi  BaqqaSat  Ha'iSah,  “The  Termination  of  a  Marriage  on  the  Wife's 
Request,”  in  Ha'arets,  Oct.  1,  1968,  p.  19,  and  his  more  extensive  treatment  of  the  sub¬ 
ject  in  PA  A  JR,  1969,  pp.  29-55. 

68  This  was  an  optional  procedure  practiced  in  Palestine,  according  to  the  Palestinian 
Talmud. 

69  The  formula  used  to  validate  the  practice  was:  kwpyn  >wtw  Sy'mr  rw$h  * ny ,  “The 
husband  is  placed  under  duress  until  he  says  *  I  am  willing!*”  (B.  Yebamot  106a.) 

70  The  far-reaching  principle  laid  down  in  the  Talmud  is:  kl  hmqdS  >d</*  drbnn  mqdS, 
“Whoever  marries  does  so  by  the  authority  and  consent  of  the  Sages.”  (B.  Kethubot  3a.) 

71  Cf  n.  35  above. 

72  Cf  Rashi  ad  loc.  klwmr  qwng  wmqnh,  “He  acquires  and  transmits  the  right  to  it.” 
Jastrow:  “He  gave  His  creatures  possession  of  His  world.” 
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Observations  on  Syntax 
and  Meter  in  Lamentations 


The  Hebrew  Verbless  Clause  in  the  Pentateuch ,  by  Francis  I. 
Andersen,1  is  an  exceptionally  significant  step  forward  in  Hebrew  syntax. 
Andersen  reaches  important  new  conclusions  concerning  word  order  in 
verbless  clauses,  showing  that  varieties  of  word  order  are  associated  with 
differences  in  the  semantic  relation  between  subject  and  predicate,  in  the 
relation  of  a  clause  to  other  clauses,  and  so  on.  The  study  is  commendably 
explicit  and  thorough;  all  the  verbless  clauses  in  the  Pentateuch  are  studied 
and  classified. 

Andersen’s  monograph  is  therefore  a  good  basis  for  comparative  study  of 
syntax.  The  present  investigation  is  devoted  to  the  book  of  Lamentations, 
a  work  which  may  claim  interest  because  it  is  datable  within  rather  narrow 
limits,  in  the  view  of  most  scholars,  and  because  it  is  very  widely  acknowl¬ 
edged  to  be  poetry  and  to  exhibit  a  particular  meter,  labelled  “Qinah  meter” 
by  Budde,  in  its  first  four  chapters.  In  the  first  part  of  this  paper,  the  verb¬ 
less  clauses  in  Lamentations  are  compared  with  those  of  the  Pentateuch  as 
classified  by  Andersen  in  his  recent  monograph.  In  the  second  part,  the  order 
of  postverbal  elements  in  verbal  clauses  are  compared  with  the  patterns  of 
order  in  Genesis,  as  classified  by  Andersen  in  an  unpublished  work.2  The 
intention  is  to  find  answers  to  these  questions:  Are  there  differences  in  the 
syntax  of  this  poetic  work  as  compared  with  a  large  body  of  mostly  prose 
material?  If  the  poetic  text  departs  from  the  norm,  does  it  do  so  in  con¬ 
formity  with  a  particular  metrical  or  rhythmic  pattern  ? 
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Verbless  Clauses  in  Lamentations 

The  present  writer  has  attempted  to  follow  Andersen’s  model  as  closely  as 
possible  in  separating  “verbless  clauses”  from  other  types.  Sentences  with 
quasi  verbal  elements  such  as  ye$  and  *od  have  not  been  included.3  In  ad¬ 
dition,  some  strings  that  are  possibly  verbless  clauses  have  been  omitted  as 
being  too  dubious  textually  to  permit  analysis.  These  are  1:  12a  (/o’  .  .  . 
derek);  2:  4a6  ( nissab  yemino).  4:  13  is  understood  as  joined  to  4:  14;  in  any 
case,  it  is  not  a  verbless  clause,  since  it  does  not  apparently  contain  any 
predication.  In  3:  19  and  3:  26,  certain  emendations  would  yield  verbless 
clauses,  but  other  solutions  to  the  textual  problems  might  also  be  proposed; 
so  these  examples  have  not  been  included.  In  the  following  cases,  where 
there  is  no  textual  problem,  strings  have  been  omitted  as  not  constituting 
clauses,  since  they  do  not  seem  to  contain  a  subject  and  predicate:  2:  15c 
(kelilat  yopt  masos  lekol  ha'dres);  3:  23  (hada§im  labbeqdrlm)\  4:  15  (i tame *). 

Two  related  problems  arise  in  poetic  lines  where  parallelism  is  present. 
First,  in  parallelism,  a  verb  may  be  expressed  in  the  first  colon  and  omitted 
from  the  second.  The  second  colon  is  then  formally  “verbless,”  but  is  not 
so  in  sense,  since  the  verbal  predicate  must  be  understood  also  in  the  second 
colon;  or  else  the  whole  line  is  to  be  read  as  a  single  verbal  clause  of  unusual 
structure.  On  this  basis,  5:  2  ( batienu  lenokrlm)  and  1:  20  (babbayit  kam- 
mdivei)  have  been  omitted;  the  latter  is  also  suspect  textually.  5:  3  ( yim - 
motenii  keialmandt)  is  problematic:  should  one  supply  a  form  of  hdyah  as 
in  the  first  colon  ?  This  example  has  been  included  as  a  verbless  clause  here. 
The  second  problem  arises  where  a  poetic  line  can  be  interpreted  either  as 
one  verbless  clause  with  a  compound  element  or  as  two  separate  clauses, 
assuming  ellipsis  of  some  element  or  elements  in  the  second.  The  three  lines 
of  this  sort  have  all  been  interpreted  here  as  containing  two  verbless  clauses. 

There  are  thirty-one  verbless  clauses  in  Lamentations.  Almost  all  agree 
with  the  rules  as  stated  by  Andersen.  The  following  exemplify  his  rule  1, 
that  the  order  is  S(ubject)-P(redicate)  in  clauses  of  identification,  where 
both  S  and  P  are  definite:  2:  15c;  2:  16c;  3:  1;  3:  24;  3:  63.  In  3:  24  ( helqi 
Yhwh ),  however,  it  is  difficult  to  be  certain  as  to  which  is  subject  and  which 
is  predicate. 

Rule  3,  that  the  order  is  P-S  in  a  clause  of  classification,  where  P  is  in¬ 
definite  relative  to  S,  is  exemplified  in  1:  22ca;  2:  13c;  3:  10  (twice);  3:  25 
(twice);  4:  7b.  Rule  5,  that  the  order  is  S-P  when  the  predicate  is  a  parti¬ 
ciple,  is  exemplified  in  1:  4  (four  times);  1:  11  (twice).  Five  other  verbless 
clauses  in  Lamentations  are  of  the  sort  where  P  is  a  prepositional  phrase, 
for  which  no  rules  as  to  normal  order  are  framed  by  Andersen  (see  pp.  49- 
50  of  his  monograph):  1:  9a;  2:  9b;  3:  62;  5:  3;  5:  16.4 
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One  example  is  clearly  abnormal  (though  not  unparalleled  in  Andersen’s 
corpus),  a  case  where  a  participial  predicate  precedes  the  subject:  1:  21a 
(ki  ne'enahah  'ant).  Possible  explanations  for  such  abnormal  ordering  are 
given  by  Andersen  on  page  48  of  his  book. 

One  other  verbless  clause  calls  for  special  comment:  1:  18  ( saddlq  hu' 
Yhwh).  This  might  be  taken  as  a  sentence  of  classification,  with  normal  order 
(P-S):  “He,  Yahweh,  is  righteous.”  But  if  so,  one  must  take  hu'  to  be  the 
subject,  and  Yhwh  as  in  apposition  to  hu'.  The  only  parallel  for  such  an 
unusual  apposition  seems  to  be  Ezek  33:  8,  and  it  is  neither  exactly  the  same 
as  the  present  case  nor  beyond  question  textually.  An  alternate  analysis 
would  be  to  take  saddlq  as  the  subject,  resumed  by  the  pleonastic  pronoun 
hu'.  On  this  line,  one  would  also  have  to  assume  that  saddlq,  though  without 
the  article,  is  definite,  since  it  is  almost  equally  unparalleled  for  an  indefinite 
subject  to  be  resumed  by  a  pleonastic  pronoun.®  The  line  would  mean: 
The  righteous  one  [in  this  issue]  is  Yahweh,  because  I  [the  other  party] 
defied  his  command.’  Perhaps  Lamentations  at  this  point  preserves  older 
poetic  practice,  in  which  the  definite  article  is  seldom  used;  note  that  saddlq 
is  the  first  word  in  a  stanza  that  must  begin  with  sade.  A  rather  close  paral¬ 
lel  is  Is  9:  14:  zaqen  unesu' panlm  hu'  hard'S  w'nabi'  mdreli  Seqer  hu'  hazzdnab, 
[The]  elder  and  [the]  honored  man  is  the  head  /  And  [the]  prophet  who 
teaches  falsehood  is  the  tail.”  If  this  latter  analysis  of  Lam  1 :  18  is  correct, 
the  clause  fits  Andersen’s  rule  2,  according  to  which  a  pleonastic  pronoun 
comes  before  the  predicate  in  a  clause  of  identification. 

To  sum  up,  Andersen’s  description  proves  to  fit  word  order  in  the  verbless 
clauses  of  Lamentations  very  well.  There  is  no  evidence  that  the  author  or 
authors  practiced  any  greater  freedom  than  did  the  writers  of  the  Pentateuch. 
Though  the  body  of  clauses  for  comparison  is  small,  it  does  contain  examples 
of  all  the  principal  rules  in  Andersen’s  study. 


The  Order  of  Sentence  Elements  Following  the  Verb 
in  Lamentations 

In  many  verbal  sentences  in  Hebrew,  two  or  more  sentence  elements  follow 
the  verb.  These  may  be  an  independent  pronoun  serving  as  subject,  a 
nominal  subject,  a  nominal  direct  object,  and  so  on.  In  a  portion  of  his 
unpublished  work  Studies  in  Hebrew  Syntax,  Andersen  has  tabulated  the 
order  of  these  sentence  elements  relative  to  each  other,  and  gives  a  matrix 
showing  the  order  normally  followed.8  Only  a  small  percentage  of  sentences 
depart  from  this  normal  order.  It  is  to  be  hoped  that  Andersen  will  soon 
publish  a  study  of  the  Hebrew  verbal  sentence;  in  advance  of  that,  the  pres¬ 
ent  writer  will  cite  certain  of  the  data  from  Andersen’s  work  for  comparative 
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purposes,  since  there  is  no  similar  body  of  tabulated  data  available  and 
since,  as  the  reader  will  readily  see,  the  evidence  cited  is  factual  and  not  de¬ 
pendent  on  any  particular  theory  as  to  Hebrew  syntax. 

In  Genesis,  where  a  verb  is  followed  by  both  a  nominal  subject  (NSubj)  and 
a  prepositional  phrase  modifying  the  verb  (PrPh),  the  nominal  subject 
precedes.  This  is  true  in  115  of  the  122  examples  in  the  book.  Where  a 
verb  is  followed  by  a  nominal  direct  object  (DObj)  and  a  prepositional 
phrase,  the  direct  object  precedes.  The  pattern  is  followed  in  ninety-two 
of  103  sentences  in  Genesis. 

In  Lamentations  there  are  thirty-two  verbal  sentences  with  a  nominal 
subject  and  a  prepositional  phrase  following  the  verb.  In  twenty-one  of 
these,  the  order  is  the  one  normally  found  in  Genesis:  V-NSubj-PrPh.7  In 
eleven,  the  order  is  the  opposite:  V-PrPh-NSubj.8  Though  several  of  the 
sentences  are  rather  difficult  and  hence  uncertain,  the  general  picture  is 
clear:  a  much  higher  proportion  of  sentences — about  one-third  of  the  total 
— show  abnormal  order  than  is  true  in  Genesis. 

A  similar  picture  is  presented  in  the  second  case.  There  are  twenty-six 
verbal  sentences  in  Lamentations  in  which  both  a  nominal  direct  object 
and  a  prepositional  phrase  follow  the  verb.  In  fifteen  cases,  the  order  is 
that  normally  found  in  Genesis:  V-DObj-PrPh.9  In  eleven  cases,  the  ab¬ 
normal  order  occurs:  V-PrPh-DObj.10  Though  the  order  of  other  sorts  of 
postverbal  elements  might  also  be  tabulated,  the  number  of  examples  in 
Lamentations  seems  too  small  to  permit  any  conclusions.  The  above  two 
types  are  the  most  common,  and  occur  sufficiently  often  to  show  a  marked 
contrast  to  the  situation  in  Genesis. 

Andersen’s  tabulation  for  Genesis  showed  that  verbal  sentences  with  more 
than  two  postverbal  sentence  elements  follow  the  same  pattern  as  those 
with  two,  though  there  was  a  somewhat  higher  proportion  of  sentences  with 
abnormal  order  (345  of  409  exhibited  normal  patterns).  In  Lamentations, 
only  seven  of  twenty-four  sentences  of  this  sort  show  “normal”  order, 
while  seventeen  are  abnormal.11  In  Genesis,  the  nominal  subject  ordinarily 
precedes  the  nominal  direct  object,  and  the  latter  precedes  any  adverbial 
prepositional  phrase  which  is  present.  Most  of  the  sentences  from  Lamen¬ 
tations  which  are  classified  here  as  abnormal  show  some  departure  from  this 
pattern. 

One  hypothesis  which  suggests  itself  almost  inevitably  is  that  these  syn¬ 
tactic  abnormalities  in  Lamentations  have  to  do  with  meter.  The  whole 
book  is  poetry,  and  ever  since  K.  Budde’s  “Das  hebraische  Klagelied” 
(1882), 12  most  scholars  have  recognized  that  the  dominant  metrical  form 
in  Lamentations  chapters  1-4  is  a  line  in  which  the  second  of  two  parallel 
cola  is  shorter  than  the  first,  whether  one  prefers  to  call  this  a  Qinah  verse, 
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a  “fiver”  (Fiinfer),13  or  a  “brachycatalectic”  line  of  some  sort.14  Though  not 
all  the  lines  are  of  this  type,  many  are.  Even  though  the  norms  of  this  kind 
of  verse  have  not  been  defined  with  any  great  precision,  it  may  be  possible 
to  determine  whether  or  not  some  clear  relation  between  meter  and  syntax 
exists.  Specifically,  we  may  ask  whether  the  poet  adopts  abnormal  order 
only  or  primarily  when  the  meter  demands  it— that  is,  to  achieve  the  un¬ 
balanced  line  characteristic  of  chapters  1-4. 

This  seems  not  to  be  so.  Of  the  eleven  cases  of  the  abnormal  order  V-PrPh- 
NSubj,  five15  constitute  only  a  single  poetic  colon,  not  a  whole  line,  and 
therefore  the  Qinah  meter  seems  unaffected  even  if  the  elements  are  re¬ 
versed.  Thus,  for  example,  2:  9a,  ta.be<u  ba'dres  §e<areyhd  seems  to  work  just 
as  well  if  we  make  it  *tabetu  se<areyha  ba'ares.  In  four  other  examples  (1: 
6a;  2:  20c;  2:  22b;  3:  31),  which.cover  a  whole  poetic  line,  metrical  relations 
do  not  seem  to  be  disturbed  if  we  change  to  normal  prose  order,  thus  2:  20c: 
'im  yehareg  bemiqdas  iadonay  kohen  wenabV  goes  well  as  *’tm  yehareg  kohen 
wenabV  bemiqda§  >adonay .  Only  in  two  cases  of  eleven  would  the  normal 
prose  order  seem  difficult  from  the  standpoint  of  Qinah  meter:  1:  lb  and 
1:  16b. 

Similarly,  eight  of  the  eleven  cases  of  the  unusual  order  V-PrPh-DObj 
would  seem  metrically  acceptable  if  the  normal  prose  order  were  restored. 
Five  of  them  comprise  only  a  single  colon  (2:  4c;  2:  6a  [textually  very  un¬ 
certain];  3:  16;  3:  29;  3:  53),  and  the  others  (2:  5c;  2:  6c;  2:  7b)  would  still 
give  a  Qinah  verse  if  the  postverbal  elements  were  transposed.  Only  2: 
2b;  3:  13;  and  perhaps  2:  3a  seem  rather  difficult  metrically  if  transposed.16 

It  is  of  course  possible  that  greater  refinement  of  our  metrical  conceptions 
would  show  a  correlation  between  metrical  form  and  the  order  of  postverbal 
sentence  elements,  but  the  evidence  gathered  here  does  not  show  any  ap¬ 
parent  relation.  Though  we  must  conclude  that  the  author  or  authors  were 
freer  in  this  aspect  of  syntax  than  were  the  writers  of  Genesis,  we  cannot 
readily  explain  their  practice  as  related  to  meter.  One  factor  can  be  singled 
out,  however,  as  involved  in  a  good  many  cases  of  abnormal  ordering.  This 
is  the  tendency,  already  noted  by  Andersen  with  reference  to  Genesis,17  to 
put  markedly  long  elements  last,  regardless  of  syntactic  function.  Compound 
elements  also  tend  to  stand  last. 

Of  the  twenty-two  examples  of  abnormal  order  cited  above,  the  following 
nine  sentences  illustrate  this  tendency:  1:  lb;  1:  16b;  2:  2b;  2:  3a;  2:  5c; 
2:  6c;  2:  7b;  2:  20c;  3:  13.  A  preference  for  putting  long  or  compound  post¬ 
verbal  elements  last  in  the  sentence  is  especially  noticeable  in  sentences 
with  three  or  more  postverbal  elements.  Note,  for  instance,  2:  lb:  hitlik 
miSSamayim  yeres  tip'eret  yisrd'el,  where  the  long  direct  object  is  put  last. 
Compare  2:  6b:  sikkafy  Yhwh  besiyyon  mo'ed  we§abbaL  The  compound 


270 


Delbert  R .  Hillers 


direct  object  is  last,  whereas  in  normal  prose  order  the  prepositional  phrase 
b'siyyon  would  be  last.  In  a  similar  way,  this  tendency  is  observable-in 
2:  la;  2:  3b;  2:  10c;  2:  15a;  2:  16a;  2:  18b;  2:  19b;  2:  21a;  3:  44;  3:  46; 
3:  55;  4:  10b.  Though  judgment  in  this  sort  of  question  is  inevitably  some¬ 
what  subjective,  it  does  seem  that  this  type  of  patterning  emphasizes  the 
caesura  in  these  lines,  and  also  yields  a  second  colon  which  is  sufficiently 
long  to  fit  the  common  metrical  pattern  of  the  poems.  This  seems  especially 
clear  in  the  four  cases  of  V-PrPh-DObj-NSubj  (2:  10c;  2i  15a;  2:  16a;  3.  46), 
where  placing  the  subject  last  strongly  emphasizes  the  division  of  the  line 
into  cola. 
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14  So  already  J.  Ley,  Grundzilge  des  Rhythmus ,  des  Vers-  und  Strophenbaues  in  der 
hebraischen  Poesie  (Halle,  1875),  pp.  51-53.  He  also  used  the  term  “elegiac  pentameter.” 
Similarly,  G.  Holscher,  “Elemente  arabischer,  syrischer  und  hebraischer  Metrik,”  BZAW 
34  (1920),  98-101;  and  S.  Mowinckel,  “Zum  Problem  der  hebraischen  Metrik,”  Festschrift 
fur  Alfred  Bertholet  (Ttibingen,  1950),  pp.  391-93. 

15  2:  9a;  2:  11a;  3:  17  (textually  uncertain);  4:  8a;  5:  15. 

16  Sentences  with  normal  order  include  some  that  apparently  must  have  this  order  to 
fit  the  meter — e.g.,  1:  3a, — and  (more  commonly)  some  that  could  just  as  well  have  had 
the  reverse  order — e.g.,  3:  18. 

17  Studies  in  Hebrew  Syntax ,  pp.  373-79;  400-401. 
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Exodus  23:  4-5: 

A  Comparative  Study 


The  Book  of  the  Covenant,  Ex  20:  22  through  23:  33,  is  not  a 
polished  legal  document  bringing  together  in  careful  and  standardized  lan¬ 
guage  a  variety  of  materials.  Rather,  the  diversity  within  the  Book  of 
the  Covenant  is  quite  clear.  The  mSptym  (Ex  21:  1  through  22:  16)  and 
Ex  23:  13-19  and  23:  20-33  are  fairly  cohesive,  and  may  be  separated  out. 
The  primary  portion  remaining— Ex  22:  17  through  23:  12— is  usually  re¬ 
garded  as  somewhat  of  a  potpourri,  and  the  commentators  remark  on  in¬ 
trusive  verses  and  redactional  activity.  In  this  last-mentioned  portion,  we 
find  a  collection  of  diverse  materials,  variously  expressed,  but  centering  on 
special  concerns  of  a  markedly  religious  and  humane  character.  Concern 
for  the  poor  is  promoted,  and  justice  is  raised  above  special  interests. 

Among  the  humane  laws,  Ex  23:  4-5  in  particular  are  very  striking.  They 
stand  out  in  the  humane  laws  because  of  their  formulation  as  casuistic  rules 
in  the  style  of  the  mSptym ,  being  introduced  by  ky  (cf  Ex  21:  1,  7,  14,  18, 
20,  22,  26,  28,  33-34,  35,  37;  22:  4,  5,  6,  9-10,  13,  15),  in  contrast  with  the 
casuistic  rules  introduced  by  'm  (Ex  22:  24,  25-26;  cf  Ex  20:  25)  outside 
Ex  21:  1  through  22:  16.  Also,  the  language  in  Ex  23:  4-5  is  rather  special. 
The  reference  to  the  other  party  as  “your  enemy”  (Ex  23:  4)  or  as  “the 
one  who  hates  you”  (Ex  23:  5)  immediately  indicates  that  we  are  not  dealing 
with  a  cautious,  dispassionate  legal  draftsman.  These  terms  for  legal  parties 
are  far  removed  from  the  normal  usage  in  the  Old  Testament  or  ancient 
Near  Eastern  legal  collections.  Such  terminology  is  restricted  to  very  special 
circumstances.  It  is  no  surprise  that  the  analogous  rules  in  Deut  22:  1, 
4  describe  the  other  party  with  the  much  less  colorful  term  “your  brother.” 
Ex  23:  4-5  are  provocative  in  their  wording.  They  do  not  merely  derive 
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from  justice  in  the  gate,  but  boldly  and  deliberately  express  in  casuistic 
form  a  deep-going  moral  concern.  The  distinctive  content  of  the  two  verses 
further  indicates  their  special  nature.  Moreover,  their  contrast  with  the 
common-law  tradition  of  England  and  America  is  rather  intriguing. 

ky  tpg *  §wr  ’ ybk  * w  hmriv  tlh  hSb  t§ybnw  Iw 

If  you  come  across  a  straying  ox  or  ass  belonging  to  your  enemy, 

you  must  return  it  to  him.  (Ex  23:  4) 

There  are  a  number  of  laws  about  straying  stock  animals.  Frequently, 
as  Ex  22:  4  probably  indicates,  the  concern  is  about  the  damage  that  stray 
animals  might  do  to  the  crops  and  the  fields  or  vineyards.  Since  the  finder 
of  a  stray  animal  would  commonly  discover  it  on  his  own  land,  recovery 
for  any  damage  done  might  be  expected  to  be  the  primary  concern  of  the 
law.  This  is  what  we  find  in  the  Laws  of  Hammurapi,  Nos.  57-58,  and  in 
the  Hittite  Laws,  No.  107.1  As  for  the  common  law,  Roscoe  Pound  points 
out  that  “it  is  a  general  doctrine  of  the  common  law  that  the  keeper  of  an 
animal  of  any  kind  which  is  likely  to  do  harm  to  the  land  of  others  if  it 
strays,  is  liable  although  not  even  negligent  and  although  the  animal  may 
have  been  released  by  a  trespassing  stranger,  for  trespass  on  another’s  land 
and  for  damage  done  to  the  land  or  to  the  person  or  property  of  the  land¬ 
owner.”2  Indeed,  whereas  Hittite  custom  (Hittite  Laws,  No.  79)  permitted 
stray  oxen  to  be  worked  for  the  remainder  of  the  day,  before  being  returned 
— a  form  of  distraint — more  drastic  penalties  were  permitted  in  early 
English  law.  For  example,  in  the  laws  of  the  Anglo-Saxon  King  Ine  (late 
seventh  century  a.d.)  we  find  that  “if .  .  .  any  beast  breaks  hedges  and  wan¬ 
ders  at  large  within,  since  its  owner  will  not  or  cannot  keep  it  under  control, 
he  who  finds  it  on  his  cornland  shall  take  it  and  kill  it.  The  owner  [of  the 
beast]  shall  take  its  hide  and  flesh  and  suffer  the  loss  of  the  remainder.”3 
This  early  law  permits  vengeance  against  the  stray  animal.  Subsequently, 
the  emphasis  is  on  liability  for  damage  done.4 

Where  an  instance  of  known  ownership  is  stated,  the  concern  of  the  law 
tends  to  be  that  of  misappropriation  or  conversion  of  lost  property.  As  in 
Deut  22:  1-3,  a  finder  is  normally  not  entitled  to  appropriate  for  himself 
a  stray  animal  of  known  ownership.5  In  Hittite  law  (Nos.  45,  71),  a  stray  is 
handed  over  to  the  king,  assigned  to  the  finder,  or  returned  to  its  owner  if 
known,  much  as  in  older  English  law.6  Yet  it  is  interesting  to  note  that 
whereas  stress  may  be  placed  on  the  duty  to  return,  as  in  Deut  22:  3  and 
the  Hittite  Laws,  the  common  law  does  not  acknowledge  a  duty  to  find. 
The  finder  is  entitled  to  ignore  the  goods  that  he  discovers,  and  has  no  duty 
to  return  something  of  which  he  has  taken  no  custody.7  When  a  rule  clearly 
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states  that  the  stray  belongs  to  the  finder's  enemy,  as  in  Ex  23:  4,  it  is  easy 
to  see  that  there  would  be  a  strong  temptation  to  ignore  the  stray  animal 
and  thereby  increase  the  injury  to  its  owner.  It  is  not  every  man  who  would 
pass  up  “coals  of  fire”  to  help  his  enemy. 

The  use  of  the  term  “enemy”  in  the  biblical  law  is  especially  interesting. 
This  term,  as  far  as  legal  statements — especially  casuistic  statements — go, 
is  otherwise  very  restricted  in  use.  It  is  not  surprising  to  find  it  in  the  laws 
regulating  warfare  (Deut  20:  1,  3,  4,  14;  21:  10;  23:  10,  14).  It  may  also  be 
appropriate  in  the  law  of  homicide  (Num  35:  23),  where  intent  is  so  important 
and,  in  the  presumption  of  the  law,  “enemies”  are  not  accidentally  killed.8 
But  the  term  “enemy”  does  not  seem  to  belong  in  a  law  concerning  stray 
cattle.  Its  use  in  Ex  23:  4  is  deliberate,  however.  Specifying  the  other  party 
as  “your  enemy”  is  a  means  of  giving  a  sharper  moral  and  emotional  focus 
while  obscuring  the  strictly  legislative  focus.  The  provocative  formulation 
of  the  rule  emphasizes  that  the  finder  has  strict  duties  to  all  members  of 
the  community— even  his  enemy,  the  man  who  is  so  at  odds  with  him  that 
serious  bodily  injury  to  the  finder  would  be  presumed  not  to  be  accidental.9 
The  stray  stock  animal  cannot  be  ignored,  but  must  be  returned,  whoever  his 
owner  may  be. 

As  Cassuto  emphasizes,  the  unusual  formulation  is  a  way  of  expressing 
“this,  needless  to  say  that” — that  is,  if  you  return  your  enemy’s  stray,  it 
goes  without  saying  that  you  would  return  your  friend's  or  that  of  a  mere 
acquaintance.10  Also,  it  goes  without  saying  that  you  would  return  some¬ 
thing  of  greater  value.  Realizing  this  point — that  the  rule  is  intended  as  a 
basis  for  generalization  rather  than  as  the  statement  of  a  particular  case — 
it  becomes  obvious  that  Ex  23:  4  is  actually  very  carefully  formulated,  a 
rule  that  may  well  convey  the  real  intent  of  the  law  more  dramatically 
and  more  effectively  than  the  less  colorful  and  more  cautious  formulation 
in  Deut  22:  1  ,u  Ex  23:  4  focuses  on  the  weakest  link  in  the  system  of  justice, 
the  instance  when  the  temptation  to  do  less  than  justice  is  at  its  strongest. 
Those  who  pass  this  test  will  not  fail  others. 

The  Book  of  the  Covenant  reflects  a  small,  village-farming  community, 
a  community  in  which  one  might  well  be  acquainted  with  the  neighbor's 
animals,  the  oxen  and  the  asses  so  important  to  him.  In  a  small  community 
it  is  “prudent  and  reasonable”  to  assume  that  personal  feelings,  rather  than 
legal  principles,  will  frequently  affect  one’s  relations  with  his  neighbors. 
In  Ex  23:  4  (and  5),  that  emotional  quality  is  ably  countered  by  using  the 
emotional  term  “enemy.”  In  this  seemingly  imprudent  formulation,  one 
may  actually  see  a  more  effective  approach  to  expressing  and  impressing 
certain  legal  rules.  From  some  points  of  view,  ancient  Israel  here  surpassed 
the  traditional  legal  draftsmanship  of  the  ancient  Near  East. 
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ky-tr'h  hmwr  &n*k  rbs  tht  m&'w  whdlt  m'zb  Iw  *zb  t€zb  ‘ mw 
If  you  see  an  ass  belonging  to  someone  who  hates  you,  lying  down  under 
its  load,  you  shall  desist  from  leaving  (it)  to  him;  you  must  arrange  (it) 
together  with  him.  (Ex  23:  5) 

This  verse  presents  a  number  of  translation  problems,  as  is  well  known. 
In  view  of  the  very  common  pattern,  lzb  plus  object  plus  l  indicating  an 
indirect  object,  it  seems  best  to  assume  an  ellipsis  of  the  object  in  verse 
5a.12  In  vs  5b,  it  seems  best  to  retain  the  MT  and  to  translate  *zb  with  the 
aid  of  Old  South  Arabic  * db ,  “restore  (in  whole,  to  former  condition),”13 
and  Ugaritic  * db  ( *€db ),  “prepare,  arrange,”  used  for  preparing  or  putting 
on  the  trappings  of  a  jenny  ass.14  Biblical  Hebrew  also  offers  some  support 
for  such  a  translation.15  Admittedly,  one  does  not  expect  a  play  on  words 
in  a  legal  text,  but  it  can  be  avoided  only  by  a  gratuitous  emendation,  such 
as,  following  Bochart,  c zr  i'zr ,  “you  must  help.”  Perhaps  also  it  should  be 
stressed  that  rbs  consistently  refers  to  animals  lying  down  at  rest  or  at  ease, 
and  that  the  parallel  with  Balaam’s  ass,  which  “laid  down  beneath”  him 
(Num  22:  27)  because  an  angel  of  God  was  blocking  the  path,  indicates  that 
the  animal  may  be  on  the  ground  voluntarily  as  well  as  involuntarily. 

The  incident  of  an  ass  lying  down  under  its  load  must  have  been  fairly 
common.  If  the  animal  is  not  kept  moving,  it  is  likely  to  just  lie  down; 
it  may  even  roll  around  a  bit,  which  usually  means  some  repacking.  The 
surefooted  ass  may  even  stumble  at  times  and  have  difficulty  getting  back 
up.  If  the  cinch  rope  is  not  tightened  properly,  if  a  hitch  loosens,  if  the  trail 
is  steep  and  a  breeching  strap  and/or  breast  collar  is  not  used  (properly), 
if  the  pack  animal  gets  excited  and  starts  running — if  any  of  these  accidents 
happen,  the  pack  may  be  lost  or  the  ass  may  be  pulled  down  by  a  shifted 
load.18  Yet  normally,  pack  animals  are  not  left  to  meander  along  by  them¬ 
selves,  but  are  accompanied  by  the  driver  or  owner.  If  the  animal  should 
be  down,  the  driver  is  presumably  at  hand,  able  to  give  assistance.  Indeed, 
the  assumption  of  Ex  23:  5 — and  the  clear  wording  in  Deut  22:  4 — is  that 
the  owner  is  at  hand. 

A  further  consideration  is  the  kind  of  load  than  an  ass  might  carry. 
One  of  the  smaller  asses,  the  burro,  used  as  a  pack  animal  in  the  American 
West,  normally  carries  a  pack  or  payload  of  between  75  and  100  pounds. 
The  “black  asses”  used  in  the  Old  Assyrian  caravan  trade  were  stronger, 
and  probably  carried  a  payload  of  150  to  even  200  pounds.17  It  is  not 
clear  whether  the  ass  in  Ex  23:  5  is  like  the  burro  or  more  like  the  “black 
ass.”  But  even  assuming  the  stronger  animal,  a  200-pound  load  is  not 
particularly  heavy,  nothing  like  the  600  pounds  that  a  pack  camel  can 
handle.  One  experienced  man  can  load  an  ass  by  himself  without  too  much 
difficulty,  though  it  is  much  easier  and  faster  with  two  people.  If  the  pack 
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animal  is  down  and  unable  to  get  up  because  of  the  pack,  which  may  have 
shifted,  it  may  well  be  a  different  situation.  The  owner  could,  without  ad¬ 
ditional  help,  unload  the  animal  and  get  it  back  up.  Given  time,  he  could 
also  reload  the  pack.  Another  person  would  be  a  big  help,  however,  if  only 
in  holding  and  calming  the  obviously  frightened  animal.  With  two  people, 
it  might  be  possible  to  avoid  the  tedium  of  unloading  and  reloading;  and 
even  if  that  were  necessary,  it  could  be  done  much  more  quickly.  But  the 
second  person,  except  in  unusual  circumstances,  would  not  be  a  matter  of 
life  or  death  for  the  ass,  and  he  would  rarely  be  unexpendable  to  the  owner.18 

The  commentators  differ  as  to  the  nature  of  the  aid.  First  of  all,  they 
generally  point  to  the  owner  of  the  beast  as  the  beneficiary— that  is,  a  con¬ 
cern  for  his  property.  Another  view  is  that  this  rule  is  directed  toward  the 
prevention  of  cruelty  to  animals,  the  main  goal  being  the  release  of  the  pack 
animal.19  Second,  the  issue  is  whether  the  animal  is  only  helped  to  get  back 
on  its  feet20  or  whether  the  load  is  also  repacked  or  rearranged.21  It  is  im¬ 
portant  to  bear  in  mind  that,  at  least  in  most  circumstances,  one  man  could 
release  the  animal.  Cassuto  is  surely  right  in  arguing  that  the  aid — primarily 
for  the  animal’s  owner — extends  to  seeing  to  it  that  the  pack  animal  is  not 
only  back  on  its  feet  but  also  properly  loaded. 

Apart  from  maritime  law,  the  Anglo-American  common-law  tradition 
does  not  acknowledge  a  general  duty  to  rescue  or  render  assistance.  Pound 
states  that  “so  long  as  one  has  not  caused  the  peril  and  there  is  no  relation, 
one  who  merely  fails  to  come  to  the  aid  of  another  [person]  who  is  even  in 
extreme  peril  and  even  if  it  would  involve  no  danger,  incurs  no  liability.”22 
As  otherwise  put  by  Gregory,  “it  is  clear  at  common  law  that  nobody  has 
to  lift  a  finger — let  alone  spend  a  dime  and  dial  a  phone  number  or  actually 
render  aid — to  help  a  stranger  in  peril  or  distress.”23  Gregory  cites  an  in¬ 
teresting  case  that  somewhat  parallels  the  ass  lying  under  its  load: 

Consider  what  happened  when  something  called  a  safety  guard  non-negli- 
gently  fell  from  the  front  of  a  trolly  car  onto  a  trespassing  pedestrian  drunk- 
enly  asleep  on  the  right  of  way.  This  safety  guard  eventually  crushed  the 
life  out  of  him.  Had  the  car  backed  up,  it  would  have  relieved  the  deceased 
of  this  pressure.  But  the  Alabama  court  said  the  trolly  crew  were  no  more 
required  to  remove  this  safety  guard  than  a  casual  bystander  would  be. 
The  only  danger  of  liability  would  be  if  the  crew,  in  moving  the  victim, 
did  something  negligently  that  caused  him  harm.  Under  this  view  it  would 
behoove  the  company — financially,  at  least — to  leave  things  exactly  as 
they  were  until  the  victim  expired.24 

Although  various  Continental  codes  know  a  duty  to  rescue  or  give  assistance 
under  various  circumstances,25  the  common  law  does  not.26 

In  Ex  23:  5,  the  rule  stipulates  that  one  has  a  duty  to  render  assistance 
to  “the  one  who  hates  you.”  Again,  this  is  a  curious  way  of  formulating  a 
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legal  rule  and  one  that  has  no  parallel  in  Near  Eastern  “codes.”  “Hating” 
is  an  attitude  of  interest  to  the  law  in  special  circumstances,  such  as  legal 
separation  from  wife,27  family,28  or  political  community,29  and  the  law  of 
homicide  with  its  interest  in  intent.  In  Israel,  the  cities  of  refuge  were  not 
open  to  a  person  who  had  “hated”  the  person  killed.30  A  killing  that  involved 
“hatred”  (sn’/i)  or  “enmity”  ('ybh)  was  first-degree  murder  and  permitted 
no  leniency.31  That  means  that  the  duty  to  give  assistance  concerns  as¬ 
sistance  even  to  the  person  who  might  be  led  by  his  passion  to  kill  you  and, 
if  so,  could  not  gain  the  protection  of  a  city  of  refuge. 

Of  course  Ex  23:  5  is  another  example  of  “this,  needless  to  say  that.”32 
The  principle  is  exemplified  in  a  twofold  way,  however.  First,  if  you  are 
under  a  duty  to  assist  “someone  who  hates  you,”  you  are  certainly  obligated 
to  aid  someone  who  is  indifferent  to  you  or  who  loves  you.  Second,  if  you 
are  obligated  to  give  assistance  in  a  situation  where  there  normally  is  no 
particular  threat  or  peril  to  the  pack  animal— assuming  that  the  driver  or 
owner  is  at  hand — let  alone  to  the  person  “who  hates  you,”  you  surely  must 
give  aid  to  someone — or  some  stock  animal,  presumably — who  actually  is 
in  peril. 

These  two  provocatively  worded  rules  in  Ex  23  are,  from  a  certain  point 
of  view,  masterpieces.  Within  a  small  community  where  people  had  some 
acquaintance  with  each  other,  these  formulations  which  strike  the  jurist  as 
oddities  might  well  be  more  effective  than  the  usual  legal  draftsmanship. 
At  any  rate,  Ex  23:  4-5  is  not  inferior  to  Deut  22:  1-4,  and  it  is  not  inferior 
to  the  common-law  tradition  of  our  own  country.  And  in  view  of  the  didactic 
role  that  law  admittedly  plays,33  the  very  careful  draftsmanship  of  Ex  23: 
4-5  is  worthy  of  serious  consideration.34  These  laws  are  aimed  at  the  weakest 
link  in  the  just  society.  In  a  similar  way,  Jesus  exhorted  his  listeners  to 
“love  your  enemies  and  pray  for  your  pursuers,”  for  even  scoundrels  look 
out  for  their  friends.  If  you  have  regard  for  even  your  enemy’s  interests, 
that  is  nigh  to  perfection. 

Notes 

1  For  a  convenient  translation  of  the  Near  Eastern  “codes”  cited  in  this  study  see 
A  NET.  References  are  by  paragraph  number.  In  the  laws  cited  here,  note  that  sheep  are 
specifically  mentioned.  Sheep  of  course  are  particularly  damaging. 

2  R.  Pound,  Jurisprudence  (St.  Paul,  1959),  Vol.  V,  pp.  335-36. 

3  Quoted  in  Glanville  L.  Williams,  Liability  for  Animals  (Cambridge,  1936),  p.  9. 
Williams  comments  (p.  10)  that  “as  late  as  1387  it  was  said  to  be  the  custom  of  Canterbury 
that,  if  pigs  were  found  wandering  in  it,  their  owner  was  on  the  first  occasion  bound  over; 
the  second  and  third  times  he  was  fined  fourpence,  and  the  fourth  time  the  pigs  were  killed 
by  the  bailiffs  and  given  to  the  hospice  of  the  poor.”  Williams  sees  here  the  ancient  rule 
of  vengeance  being  watered  down. 
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4  See  Williams,  op.  cit.,  pp.  9-10,  127. 

5  This  is  true  under  both  the  Roman  law  and  the  common  law;  see  W.  W.  Buckland 
and  A.  D.  McNair,  Iioman  Law  and  Common  Law:  A  Comparison  in  Outline ,  2d  ed.  rev. 
by  F.  H.  Lawson  (Cambridge,  1965,  corrected  reprint),  pp.  357-58.  The  stray  may  be 
distrained  until  such  time  as  payment  is  made  for  the  damage  done,  but  that  is  not  conver¬ 
sion;  see  W.  Blackstone,  Commentaries  on  the  Laws  of  England ,  vol.  Ill,  Chap.  1. 

6  Blackstone,  op.  cit.,  Vol.  II,  Chap.  26-27. 

7  See  W.  E.  Baldwin,  ed.,  Boiwier's  Law  Dictionary  (New  York,  1928),  p.  415a,  s.v. 
“finder.” 

8  See  below,  on  the  cities  of  refuge. 

9  H.  Cazelles,  fitudes  sur  le  code  de  Valliance  (Paris,  1946),  p.  88,  specifics  that  the 
enemy  is  a  private  enemy,  and  takes  that  to  mean  a  neighbor  with  whom  one  is  having 
a  (legal)  dispute.  Although  the  enemy  presumably  comes  from  within  the  Israelite  com¬ 
munity,  he  is  not  merely  a  person  with  whom  the  finder  is  having  a  dispute.  Litigation 
does  not  normally  lead  to  murder.  E.  Gerstcnbcrger,  Wesen  und  Herkunft  des  “ apodik - 
tischen  Rechts WM ANT  20  (1965),  30,  recognizes  the  juristic  peculiarity  of  the  wording, 
but  takes  it  to  refer  to  the  correct  conduct  toward  one's  personal  enemy. 

40  U.  Cassuto,  A  Commentary  on  the  Book  of  Exodus,  trans.  I.  Abrahams  (Jerusalem, 
1967;  Hebrew  orig.,  1951),  p.  297.  See  also  S.  R.  Driver  on  Ex  23:  4-5  (CBSC)  for  a 
similar  observation.  This  is  a  principle  of  basic  importance.  The  failure  to  appreciate 
this  technique  in  the  case  of  Ex  23:  3,  e.g.,  even  by  S.  R.  Driver,  leads  to  curious  results; 
see  Driver  s  commentary,  ad  loc.  As  has  often  been  pointed  out,  legal  reasoning  is  primarily 
reasoning  by  analogy,  seeing  the  application  of  generalized  rules.  Holmes  tells  of  “a  Ver¬ 
mont  justice  of  the  peace  before  whom  a  suit  was  brought  by  one  farmer  against  another 
for  breaking  a  churn.  The  justice  took  time  to  consider,  and  then  said  that  he  had  looked 
through  the  statutes  and  could  find  nothing  about  churns,  and  gave  judgment  for  the  de¬ 
fendant.”  O.  W.  Holmes,  Jr.,  “The  Path  of  the  Law,”  in  The  Holmes  Reader ,  ed.  J.  J.  Marke 
(New  York,  1955),  p.  80.  Biblical  commentators  are  sometimes  like  the  Vermont  justice. 

11  It  therefore  is  not  correct  to  regard  the  terminology  of  “your  brother”  as  widening 
or  broadening  the  application  of  Ex  23:  4,  as  do,  e.g.,  S.  R.  Driver  (ICC)  and  G.  E.  Wright 
(IB)  in  their  commentaries  on  Deuteronomy,  ad  loc.,  and  G.  Beer  (with  K.  Galling)  in 
his  Exodus  commentary  (HAT),  ad  loc.  Cf.  M.  Noth,  Exodus  ( ATD ),  ad  loc.,  who  finds 
the  prescription  directed  against  the  extralegal  relationship  with  an  enemy  or  opponent. 
The  point,  however,  is  to  bring  even  those  relationships  within  the  law,  as  Noth  seems  to 
acknowledge;  see  O.  Procksch,  Theologie  des  AT  (Gtttersloh,  1950),  p.  115. 

12  See  Carl  Brockelmann,  Hebraische  Syntax  (Neukirchen  Kreis  Moers,  1956),  pp.  126, 
136-37;  R.  J.  Williams,  Hebrew  Syntax:  An  Outline  (Toronto,  1967),  sec.  584. 

13  K.  (C.)  Conti  Rossini,  Chrestomathia  arabica  meridionalis  epigraphica  (Rome,  1931), 
pp.  202-3. 

14  Herdner,  No.  4  (II  AB;  Gordon,  No.  51),  iv.  7,  12;  translation  by  H.  L.  Ginsberg  in 
ANET,  p.  133. 

15  For  discussion  see  Cassuto,  Or,  NS  7  (1938),  282,  and  Exodus ,  p.  297;  C.  H.  Gordon, 
Or,  NS  21  (1952),  123;  E.  Vogt,  Bibl  33  (1952),  160;  and  M.  Held,  in  Studies  and  Essays 
in  Honor  of  A.  A.  Neuman,  ed.  M.  Ben-Horin,  B.  D.  Weinryb,  and  S.  Zeitlin  (Leiden, 
1962),  p.  283,  n.  8,  who  points  to  other  possible  examples  in  Hebrew. 

16  The  parallel  law  in  Deut  22:  4  involves  a  somewhat  different  situation.  Unless  the 
ass  and  the  ox  are  improperly  joined  here,  the  picture  is  that  of  a  draft  animal  fallen  down 
in  the  roadway,  not  of  a  pack  animal  which  is  lying  down,  fallen  or  otherwise.  Whether 
or  not  a  prudent  man  would  join  in  an  attempt  to  raise  or  lift  up  an  ox  is  another  matter. 
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Cazelles  (op.  cit.,  p.  88)  is  doubtless  right  in  suggesting  that  the  Deuteronomic  redactor  no 
longer  understood  Ex  23:  5. 

17  See  the  discussion  by  H.  Lewy  in  RSO  39  (1964),  186,  192,  and  in  CAH,  rev.  ed., 
vol.  I,  Chap,  xxiv,  secs,  vii-x  (Fasc.  40;  Cambridge,  1965),  p.  21. 

18  For  a  discussion  of  the  burro  as  a  pack  animal,  see  David  R.  Brower,  ed.,  Going 
Light:  With  Backpack  or  Burro  (San  Francisco,  1951),  pp.  108-41.  I  owe  this  reference 
to  N.  Q.  Hamilton. 

19  S.  R.  Driver  emphasizes  that  the  beast  is  preserved  from  harm  (CBSC,  ad  loc.),  a 
point  that  is  generally  admitted  for  Deut  22:  4. 

20  See  the  commentaries  by  A.  Dillmann  (KeH,  18973),  H.  Holzinger  (KHK),  C.  F.  Keil 
( Biblical  Commentary  on  the  OT ,  ed.  C.  F.  Keil  and  F.  Delitzsch,  trans.  J.  Martin),  inter  alia . 

21  Cassuto,  Exodus ,  p.  297.  This  is  also  the  understanding  in  the  Mishnah  ( Baba  Metzia , 
2.10),  with  certain  restrictions. 

22  Pound,  op.  cit.  (n.  2),  Vol.  I,  p.  215. 

23  Charles  O.  Gregory,  “The  Good  Samaritan  and  the  Bad:  The  Anglo-American  Law,” 
in  The  Good  Samaritan  and  the  Law ,  ed.  J.  R.  Ratcliffe  (Garden  City,  1966),  p.  24.  The 
relationships  that  create  a  duty  to  help  are  restricted  in  number. 

24  Gregory,  op.  cit.,  p.  26.  Cf  the  remarks  in  the  same  volume  by  J.  P.  Dawson  (p.  63). 

25  A  number  of  contributions  in  the  volume  edited  by  Ratcliffe  (n.  23)  survey  the  sit¬ 
uation. 

26  Maritime  law,  even  in  common-law  countries,  differs.  Perhaps  this  is  because  of  the 
obvious  dangers  of  the  sea  and  the  clear  knowledge  that  all  who  venture  on  it  may  face 
similar  predicaments;  perhaps  also  because  of  the  influence  of  different  legal  traditions. 
The  United  States  Code  provdes  that  “the  master  or  person  in  charge  of  a  vessel  shall, 
so  far  as  he  can  do  so  without  serious  danger  to  his  own  vessel,  crew,  or  passengers,  render 
assistance  to  every  person  who  is  found  at  sea  in  danger  of  being  lost;  and  if  he  fails  to  do 
so,  he  shall,  upon  conviction,  be  liable  [for  fine  and  imprisonment],”  as  cited  by  Gregory, 
op.  cit p.  40,  n.  50.  Note  also  the  provision  in  the  “International  Convention  for  the  Safety 
of  Lifeat  Sea”  (1948),  which  states  that  “the  master  of  a  ship  at  sea,  on  receiving  a  signal 
from  any  source  that  a  ship  or  aircraft  or  survival  craft  thereof  is  in  distress,  is  bound  to 
proceed  with  all  speed  to  the  assistance  of  the  persons  in  distress,  informing  them  if  possible 
that  he  is  doing  so.”  See  L.  Waller,  in  the  Ratcliffe  volume  (n.  23),  p.  153,  n.  32. 

27  In  the  law  of  divorce,  see  Deut  21:  15-17;  22:  13  ff;  24:  1-4;  see  also  the  Laws  of 
Hammurapi,  No.  142  (n.  1,  above). 

28  See  the  Laws  of  Hammurapi,  No.  193. 

29  See  the  Laws  of  Eshnunna,  No.  30,  and  the  Laws  of  Hammurapi,  No.  136.  This 
separation  brings  with  it  a  loss  of  rights. 

30  Deut  4:  42;  19:  4,  6,  11;  Josh  20:  5. 

31  Num  35:  20  ff.  Note  that  the  language  of  Ex  21:  12-14  is  more  satisfactory  to  the 
jurist,  who  is  more  interested  in  actions  than  in  emotions. 

32  Cassuto,  Exodus,  p.  297.  See  n.  10,  above. 

33  See  the  comment  by  Louis  Waller  in  the  Ratcliffe  volume  (n.  23):  “There  is  general 
agreement  today  that  the  criminal  law  has  a  strong  didactic  purpose.  It  serves  to  teach, 
in  its  own  terrible  fashion,  the  canons  of  right  and  wrong  to  the  community”  (p.  141). 

34  It  is  clear  that  the  formulation  of  these  rules  is  designed  more  to  educate  the  public 
than  to  inform  the  learned  legal  community.  But  one  must  recognize  the  difficulties  in¬ 
volved  in  expressing  positive  duties  in  casuistic  forms.  Note  the  close  resemblance  to  the 
formulations  for  maritime  law  cited  above  (n.  26),  especially  the  “International  Conven¬ 
tion.”  The  Exodus  rules  in  question  may  well  have  had  their  locus  in  priestly  instruction. 
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Creation  Tradition  in  Proverbs 
8:  22-31  and  Genesis  1 


It  is  somewhat  surprising  to  discover  that  scholarly  treatments 
dealing  with  a  more  or  less  detailed  comparison  between  Prov  8:  22-31  and 
Gen  1  are  virtually  nonexistent.  To  be  sure,  in  the  massive  literature  on 
Gen  1,  there  are  occasional  allusions  to  Prov  8:  22-31;  while  in  the  somewhat 
less  numerous  studies  on  the  latter,  there  are  also  sporadic  references  to 
specific  points  in  Gen  1.  But  apparently  nowhere  has  anyone  concentrated 
on  examining  these  two  literary  units  in  relation  to  one  another.  Presum¬ 
ably  this  is  because  even  a  superficial  study  of  them  turns  up  more  obvious 
differences  than  points  of  contact,  so  that  the  effort  of  closely  comparing 
them  would  not  seem  to  be  a  very  fruitful  or  appropriate  enterprise.  Hence, 
though  in  1914  Morris  Jastrow  asserted  rather  categorically  that  in  Prov  8 
“the  description  given  of  Creation  may  be  regarded  as  a  poetical  paraphrase 
of  the  account  of  Creation  in  Genesis,”1  few  scholars — including  Jastrow  him¬ 
self — have  bothered  to  demonstrate  the  validity  of  such  a  statement  through 
a  searching  comparative  analysis  of  the  two  texts.  Perhaps  what  would  seem 
to  be  a  scholarly  consensus  in  this  respect  is  correct:  except  for  drawing 
upon  some  common  resources  of  ancient  Near  Eastern  creation  tradition, 
Prov  8  and  Gen  1  diverge  quite  radically  from  each  other  in  form,  style, 
purpose,  and  certain  matters  of  content.  Nevertheless,  it  is  the  underlying 
contention  of  this  paper  that  these  two  passages  deserve  a  more  careful  com¬ 
parative  study  than  has  hitherto  been  given  them,  not  because  their  acknowl¬ 
edged  differences  are  deemed  any  less  striking  or  significant  but  because 
what  points  of  contact  between  them  do  exist  merit  greater  attention  and 
more  thorough  evaluation  than  they  have  previously  received,  while  the 
results  of  the  comparative  analysis  do  suggest  certain  implications  for  the 
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understanding  of  each  that  are  not  clear  when  they  are  studied  in  isolation. 
The  limitations  of  time  and  space  imposed  on  the  preparation  and  length 
of  this  study  have  precluded  the  present  writer  from  undertaking  the  most 
comprehensive  type  of  examination  needed,  but  perhaps  the  basic  data 
can  be  set  forth  here,  leaving  the  treatment  of  some  of  the  more  complex 
issues  and  problems  raised  for  a  later  investigation. 

At  the  outset,  it  is  important  to  be  clear  about  the  distinctive  differences 
between  Prov  8  and  Gen  1,  as  the  proper  background  against  which  to  distin¬ 
guish  and  analyze  their  similarities  and  mutually  informing  conceptions. 
With  regard  to  form ,  Prov  8:  22  ff  serves  as  the  final  strophe  of  a  three- 
strophe  poem  which  Aage  Bentzen  has  perhaps  correctly  characterized  as 
a  poetic  allegory.2  Its  predominant  poetic  unit  is  the  bicolon  (the  principal 
exceptions  are  vss  29-30,  which  are  tricola),  with  a  3  +  3  meter  and  synon¬ 
ymous  parallelism.  Gen  1  of  course  is  a  prose  narrative  or  story,  and  though 
Cassuto3  is  probably  right  that  it  goes  back  to  an  original  poetic  prototype 
(a  fragment  of  which  is  most  clearly  seen  in  the  section  on  the  creation  of 
man,  1:  27-28),  the  subsequent  prose  form  has  sufficiently  modified  the 
verse  structure  of  the  poetic  original  so  that  it  is  no  longer  possible  to  re¬ 
construct  the  verse  units  or  discern  their  metrical  patterns,4  except  in  1: 
27-28  and  possibly  at  several  other  points  where  poetic  reminiscences  seem 
to  be  present  (in  1 :  2,  5, 16,  and  in  the  refrains  .  .  .  wyhy  *rb  wyhy  bqr  ywm  .  .  . 
and  wyr  ylhym  ky-twb .  But  even  here,  what  parallelism  is  noticeable  is 
not  of  the  most  archaic  type — that  is,  synonymous.5  The  Sitz  im  Leben 
for  the  form  of  Prov  8:  22  ff  was  presumably  the  same  as  for  the  nine  dis¬ 
courses  in  Prov  1-7 — the  teacher-pupil  relationship,  in  which  the  hearer 
would  be  instructed  in  the  nature,  function,  value,  and  origin  of  wisdom. 
The  Sitz  im  Leben  for  Gen  1  is  more  difficult  to  ascertain  with  any  assurance. 
Its  original  setting  was  perhaps  cultic,  celebrating  not  only  the  Creator- 
God  and  his  creation  works,  but  also  the  climactic  event  of  the  cessation 
of  creation  activity,  which  Israelite  tradition  related  to  the  institution  of 
the  sabbath.  All  efforts,  however,  to  persuade  us  that  Gen  1  represents  the 
later  reworking  of  a  cultic  liturgy  used  in  the  Temple  on  the  occasion  of  some 
kind  of  Yahwistically  baptized  Hebrew  New  Year’s  festival  fall  short  of 
convincing  evidence  or  proof.6  Whether  in  its  present  form  Gen  1  ever  served 
a  nonliturgical  purpose  outside  its  context  in  the  Genesis  traditions  is  im¬ 
possible  to  say.  It  is  not  inconceivable  that  it  may  have  been  used  to  in¬ 
struct  about  the  peculiarly  Israelite  conception  of  God’s  creation  activity 
in  vivid  contrast  to  that  manifest  in  the  Canaanite  milieu.  But  there  is 
little  clear  evidence  to  show  that  Gen  1  was  ever  used  (and  hence  perhaps 
redacted)  by  the  wise  men  in  the  pursuance  of  their  pedagogical  interests. 
Unlike  Prov  8:  22  ff,  Gen  1  is  largely  devoid  of  specific  wisdom  motifs  and 
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terminology,  though  there  are  places  where  it  is  possible  some  wisdom  in¬ 
fluence  may  lie  in  the  background.  We  shall  return  to  that  matter  toward 
the  end  of  this  study. 

An  examination  of  language  and  terminology  in  Prov  8:  22  ff  leaves  the 
impression  that  it  is  somewhat  more  archaic,  with  a  richer  diversity  of  ex¬ 
pression  than  is  found  in  Gen  1.  To  be  sure,  there  are  not  many  rare  or 
unusual  words  in  Prov  8:  22  ff,  and  few,  if  any,  indisputable  remnants  of 
old  Canaanite  grammatical  features.  But  several  words  do  point  to  older 
usages.  Three  of  these  occur  in  the  opening  verse:  qnny,  where  the  meaning 
“to  beget,  produce,  create,”  would  seem  to  be  earlier  than  the  much  more 
common  “to  buy,  acquire,  possess”7;  drkw,  which  probably  should  not  be 
related  to  derek,  “way”,  but  to  Ugar  drkt,  “dominion,  authority”  (unless 
Dahood8  is  correct  that  we  should  read  this  as  a  verb  form,  and  even  so, 
in  accordance  with  his  interpretation,  the  meaning  would  be  rare);  and 
qdm  in  the  sense  of  a  divine  appellative,  “the  Primeval  One”  (so  Dahood), 
which  accords  well  with  the  parallelism  in  vs  22,  though  the  usual  understand¬ 
ing  of  “before”  cannot  be  ruled  out.  In  vs  23,  there  would  seem  to  be  two 
old  usages:  m'wlm  makes  good  sense  construed  as  a  divine  appellative, 

the  Eternal  One”  (again  following  Dahood9.),  particularly  if  m'z  is  made 
the  first  word  of  the  second  bicolon,  as  seems  stylistically  and  metrically 
preferable  to  the  MT  division;  the  verb  nskty,  if  the  Masoretic  pointing 
is  correct,  refers  to  a  creation  by  “outpouring,”  apparently  a  very  archaic 
idea  in  the  ancient  Near  East,10  though  used  only  here  in  that  sense  in  the 
Old  Testament.11  If  nkbdy-mym  in  vs  24  should  stand  for  an  original  nbkm- 
ym  or  nbky-mym,  we  would  clearly  be  dealing  with  an  old  expression  referring 
to  the  primordial  waters,  well  known  from  Ugaritic.12  Bhkynw  (vs  27)  is 
probably  best  understood  in  light  of  Ugaritic-Phoenician  kwn,  “to  be”; 
only  here  it  is  in  the  Hiph'il,  “to  bring  into  being.”13  Finally,  Albright 
would  seem  to  be  correct  in  viewing  >mwn  (vs  30)  as  a  Canaanite  reminis¬ 
cence.14 

By  contrast  with  Prov  8:  22  ff,  the  vocabulary  of  Gen  1  is  much  more 
typically  classical  Hebrew  and  less  varied.  Though  it  agrees  with  Prov  8 
in  using  certain  words,15  none  of  the  rarer  forms  mentioned  above  occur  in 
Gen  l.16  It  is  true  that  Gen  1  has  some  rare  forms  of  its  own  that  do  not  ap¬ 
pear  in  Prov  8:  22  ff,  but  they  are  not  quite  so  numerous.17  The  vocabulary 
referring  to  similar  actions  or  things  tends  to  be  more  variegated  in  Prov 
8:  22  ff  than  in  Gen  1.  For  example,  the  former  employs  ten  different  verbal 
roots  to  indicate  creation  ( qnh ,  nsk,  hwl,  tb\  <sh,  kwn,  hqq,  >ms,  ’zz,  and 
sym),  while  Gen  1  has  basically  only  three  (br\  « sh ,  and  hyh,  though  perhaps 
bdl  should  be  added,  since  it  is  the  verb  used  with  the  distinctive  creation 
act  of  separating  between  light  and  darkness).  Prov  8:  22  ff  and  Gen  1 
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thus  agree  only  in  the  use  of  one  of  these  verbs  (^A),  and  even  here  the  ob¬ 
jects)  of  the  verbal  action  is  (are)  different.  Strikingly,  the  root  br'  occurs 
nowhere  in  Prov  8:  22  ff,  while  it  is  used  four  times  in  Gen  1  (as  is  ^A). 
In  the  terminology  indicating  what  is  created — the  constituent  elements  of 
the  world  and  the  cosmos — Prov  8:  22  ff  and  Gen  1  are  in  basic  agreement 
on  the  following:  thwm,  mym ,  §mym,  ym ,  'rs,  and  possibly  'dm  (though  no 
explicit  Creation  vocabulary  is  used  with  'dm  in  Prov  8:  31 ).  Prov  8:  22  ff, 
however,  has  one  or  more  synonyms  for  several  of  these  words:  for  thwm: 
thmwt ,  m'ynwt ,  nbkm~ym  or  nbky-mym,  *ynwt ;  for  $mym:  bwg ,  Sfyqym; 
for  'rs:  hwswt,  lprwt  ibl ,  tbl  ' rsw .  Gen  1  uses  rqy €  for  §mym  and  ybSh  for 
» rs .  In  Prov  8:  22  ff,  eight  objects  receive  mention  as  being  created  which 
are  not  specified  as  such  in  Gen  1:  hkmh ,  m'ynwt,  hrym ,  gb'wt ,  hwswt,  lprwt, 
tbl ,  bwg  ‘/-pm/  thwm ,  mwsdy  'rs.  Of  these,  perhaps  only  fykmh,  hrym,  gb'wt , 
and  mwsdy  'rs  should  be  understood  as  not  covered  by  another  expression 
in  Gen  1.  On  the  other  hand,  Gen  1  describes  the  creation  of  six  things  not 
so  indicated  in  Prov  8:  22  ff:  light,  plants,  heavenly  bodies,  marine  life, 
animals,  and  man.  Prov  8:  22  ff  also  omits  any  mention  of  the  primordial 
darkness,  and  hence  of  the  separation  of  light  and  darkness.  Another  in¬ 
teresting  terminological  difference  is  in  the  name  of  the  creator-God:  for 
Prov  8:  22  ff,  it  is  the  personal  name  Yahweh,  mentioned  only  once  (vs  22), 
together  with  perhaps  two  appellatives,  qdm  (vs  22)  and  Kwlm  (vs  23),  while 
for  Gen  1,  it  is  always  ’Elohim,  mentioned  twenty-seven  times.18  The  ter¬ 
minological  differences  between  Prov  8:  22  ff  and  Gen  1  are,  of  course,  due 
not  simply  to  variant  origins  and  sources  of  creation  tradition  but  also  to 
the  different  purposes  for  which  each  document  was  composed,  and  to  that 
we  now  turn. 

The  purpose  of  Prov  8:  22  ff  within  the  entire  poem  of  chapter  8  would 
seem  to  embody  three  basic  points:  1)  the  priority  of  wisdom’s  creation 
in  relation  to  all  other  creation  activity  by  Yahweh  (8:  22-26);  2)  the  pres¬ 
ence  of  wisdom  in  the  time  when  all  other  creation  events  took  place  (8: 
27-30a);  and  3)  the  constant  joy  of  God  in  wisdom  and  wisdom’s  reciprocal 
delight  in  God  and  in  the  world  (8:  30a-31).  It  follows  from  this  that  Prov 
8:  22  ff  does  not  seek  to  be  a  creation  story  in  poetic  form;  nor  does  it  neces¬ 
sarily  reflect  a  full  account  of  Yahweh’s  creation  activity.  Thus,  it  should 
not  be  judged  by  what  it  omits  in  relation  to  Gen  1.  The  latter,  on  the  other 
hand,  does  intend  to  give  a  more  comprehensive  account  of  creation.  It  is 
interested  in  the  origin  of  the  cosmos  and  each  of  its  fundamental  constitutive 
elements.  But  it  wants  to  say  something  not  only  about  what  was  created — 
including  its  ordering  and  goodness — but  also  about  who  is  the  Creator — 
including  the  mode  of  his  creating  and  the  relationship  between  himself 
and  what  he  creates.  In  light  of  these  differences  in  purpose,  it  is  easier 
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to  account  for  the  differences  in  content  between  the  two  passages.  Thus, 
in  order  to  accomplish  his  purpose,  the  poet  of  Prov  8:  22  ff  does  not  need 
to  include  such  creation  events  as  light,  its  separation  from  darkness,  the 
making  of  the  heavenly  bodies  and  of  all  the  forms  of  life  from  plants  to 
man,  while  the  author  of  Gen  1,  on  his  part,  had  no  compelling  reason  to  say 
something  about  the  creation  of  wisdom,  or  to  add  such  details  as  the  topo¬ 
graphical  features  of  hills,  mountains,  and  fields,  or  such  cosmic  elements 
as  the  foundations  of  the  earth.  But  though  these  differences  do  exist,  and 
cannot  be  discounted,  it  is  instructive  to  look  at  those  points  where  certain 
affinities  occur  between  Prov  8:  22  ff  and  Gen  1,  and  and  to  probe  their  im¬ 
plications. 


Affinities  between  Prov  8:  22  ff  and  Gen  1 

THE  NATURE  OF  CREATION  EVENTS 

Though  Prov  8: 22  ff  is  not  a  creation  story  like  Gen  1,  it  does  mention  certain 
creation  events.  Verse  22-26  speak  of  the  cosmic  and  world  situation  before 
creation  of  the  heavens  and  the  earth — that  is,  when  only  wisdom  had  been 
created.  Though  creation  events  are  mentioned  here  as  having  not  yet 
occurred,  it  is  doubtful  that  the  author  intended  the  order  in  which  he  men¬ 
tions  them  to  correspond  with  the  order  of  their  later  occurrence.  In  vss 
27-29  he  speaks  of  creation  events,  not  still  to  come  but  as  having  already 
happened:  the  bringing  into  being  of  the  heavens  and  the  placing  of  the 
vault  on  the  surface  of  the  circumambient  ocean  that  surrounds  and  is 
beneath  the  earth  (vs  27);  the  strengthening  of  the  vault  of  heaven  above 
and  of  the  sources  of  the  Deep  below  (vs  28)19;  setting  limits  for  the  sea  beyond 
which  it  is  not  to  pass  (vs  29a);  and  carving  the  subterranean  mountains, 
the  pillars  upon  which  the  flat  disk  of  the  earth  rests  (vs  29b). 

Gen  1  would  seem  to  tie  in  with  two  of  these  events:  the  making  of  the 
rqy*  or  heavenly  vault  (1:  6-8),  and  the  gathering  of  the  waters  into  one 
place  (1 :  9-10).  They  occur  together  in  the  same  order  as  in  Prov  8:  27-29, 
though  their  respective  descriptions  are  quite  different.  Whereas  in  Prov 
8:  27,  the  Smym  are  “brought  into  being”  ( hkyn ),  in  Gen  1:  7,  God  “makes” 
(wy's)  the  rqy'  which  will  be  subsequently  named  Smym  (1:  8).  To  be  sure, 
the  rqy *  is  one  of  those  elements  which  God  creates  by  fiat:  yhy  rqy't  but 
this  does  not  preclude  additional  divine  activity  in  “making”  and  “sepa¬ 
rating.”  Thus  Prov  8:  22  ff  agrees  with  Gen  1  that  the  heavens  involved 
more  than  the  divine  fiat  in  their  creation,  but  they  diverge  in  the  terminolo¬ 
gy  used  to  describe  the  divine  activity.  Prov  8:  22  ff  and  Gen  1  also  agree 
that  creation  of  the  heavenly  vault  at  the  same  time  involved  some  action 
with  regard  to  the  already  existing  primordial  waters.  In  both  texts,  these 
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waters  are  conceived  as  below  the  vault,  though  the  Genesis  passage  is  quite 
explicit  that  they  are  both  below  and  above  the  vault — it  is  the  vault  itself 
that  separates  the  waters  above  from  those  below.  The  Proverbs  text  may 
also  presuppose  the  same  conceptuality,  but  it  is  not  explicit.  Certainly  the 
inscribing  of  the  circle  on  the  surface  of  thwm  suggests  the  preparation  for 
the  placing  of  the  circular  heavenly  vault  on  the  waters  that  surround  the 
earth  (which  is  perhaps  still  thought  of  as  uncreated,  or  at  least  hidden  within 
the  waters,  as  in  Gen  1 :  9).  The  fact  that  this  vault  needs  to  be  strengthened 
or  steadied  (b'msw)  “from  above”  (mm*/)  is  perhaps  meant  to  suggest  that 
the  waters  above  it  are  quite  powerful,  so  that  what  is  to  keep  them  back 
must  be  strong  or  steady.  But  how  does  this  relate  to  b'zwz  < ynwt  thrum*? 
Scott’s  translation  in  the  Anchor  Bible20  gives  the  impression  he  thinks  these 
words  may  refer  to  the  creation  of  the  sources  of  the  Deep  (“and  made  the 
mighty  fountains  of  the  abyss”),  but  this  is  problematical  in  light  of  8:  27b, 
in  which  thwm  is  already  in  existence.  Perhaps  it  means  that  when  the  Deep 
had  to  bear  the  whole  weight  of  the  heavenly  vault,  with  the  waters  above 
pressing  down  upon  it,  it  had  to  be  strengthened  in  order  to  support  the  vault. 
This  would  seem  to  be  the  best  interpretation  in  the  context.  Prov  8:  29a 
should  possibly  be  connected  with  Gen  1:  9,  where  action  with  respect  to 
the  waters  below  the  heavens  is  described.  Again  the  terminology  is  some¬ 
what  different,  but  the  basic  idea  may  be  the  same.  In  Gen  1 :  9,  the  lower 
waters  are  to  be  gathered  into  one  gathering  (or  place),  which  clearly  implies 
limitation.  Moreover,  these  waters  receive  the  name  yammtm,  which  is 
quite  close  to  layyam  in  Prov  8:  29a.  The  meaning  of  the  following  words, 
wmym  l'  y'brw-pyw ,  is  somewhat  difficult,  but  clearly  they  reinforce  the 
idea  of  limitation  and  control.  If  Dahood’s  translation  is  followed  (“lest  the 
waters  should  cross  its  edge”),21  the  “limit”  or  “edge”  of  the  sea  would 
presumably  be  the  earth  or  “dry  land”  of  Gen  1 :  9,  where  it  is  the  purpose 
of  the  gathering  of  the  waters  into  one  area  to  cause  the  dry  land  to  appear. 
In  light  of  this,  it  is  perhaps  significant  that  the  next  words  in  Prov  8:  29 
refer  to  the  carving  of  the  “foundations  of  the  earth” — that  is,  making  the 
necessary  preparations  so  that  the  earth  can  be  fixed  above  the  subterranean 
waters  of  the  Deep.  Thus  Prov  8:  29b  would  envision  the  creation  of  the 
earth  after  the  limitation  imposed  upon  the  sea,  just  as  in  Gen  1:  9-10. 

THE  MODE  OF  CHE  ATI  ON  ACTIVITY 

As  already  pointed  out,  Prov  8:  22  ff  employs  a  great  many  more  verbs  than 
does  Gen  1  to  describe  God’s  creative  work.  They  agree  in  the  use  of  ‘s/i, 
though  not  explicitly  in  the  object  of  this  verb.  In  Prov  8:  26,  the  object 
is  'rs,  while  in  Gen  1,  there  are  four  objects:  rqy<  (1:  7),  §ny  hm'rt  hgdlym 
(1:  16),  fyyt  h'rs  (1:  25),  and  'dm  (1:  26).  Though  'rs  is  not  among  any  of 
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these,  it  is  perhaps  implicit  in  Gen  1:  31,  wyr’  ’Ihym  ’t  .  .  .  kl-’Sr  ‘ sh .  Thus 
Prov  8:  22  ff  and  Gen  1  are  in  agreement  that  creation  does  involve  direct 
and  mediate  divine  activity.  All  the  other  verbs  used  in  Prov  8:  22  ff  rein¬ 
force  this,  though  the  images  are  quite  varied  and  more  precise  in  some 
respects  than  those  contained  or  conveyed  in  br\  ‘sh,  and  hyh  of  Genesis. 
Thus  we  have  begetting”  or  “creating”  (qnh),  emanation  or  outpouring 
(nsk),  birth  (hwl),  planting  (tb‘),  inscribing  (hqq),  strengthening  ('zz),  (’ms), 
setting  (sym),  and  carving  (hqq).  Quite  distinct  in  Gen  1  is  the  conception 
of  creation  by  divine  fiat  or  command,  or  by  fiat  accompanied  either  by 
God’s  activity  (“making”,  wy‘£)  or  by  some  created  element  participating 
in  furthering  the  creative  process.  Light  is  the  only  thing  in  Gen  1  described 
as  created  by  fiat  alone  (1:  3).  Darkness,  the  sky,  earth,  seas,  heavenly 
bodies,  and  man  are  all  created  by  fiat  plus  some  divinely  instigated  type 
of  activity,  described  by  the  verbs  bdl  (for  darkness),  ‘sh  (for  the  heavenly 
vault,  luminaries,  and  man),  qwh  (for  the  waters),  and  br'  (for  the  sea  mon¬ 
sters  and  man).  In  the  creation  of  plant  and  marine  life,  God  is  assisted  by 
h'rs  (1:  11)  and  hmym  (1:  20),  respectively.  Even  with  regard  to  animal 
life,  h’rs  seems  to  play  a  mediating  role  (1:  24).  For  the  creation  of  man, 
God  apparently  first  consults  or  deliberates  with  his  divine  council  (1 :  26), 
though  it  is  not  clear  that  they  assist  in  bringing  man  to  existence.  If  the 
motif  of  hkmh  had  been  in  Gen  1,  even  implicitly,  one  might  conclude,  in 
light  of  one  possible  interpretation  of  the  role  of  hkmh  in  Prov  8,  that  the 
subject  of  n'sh  could  refer  to  ’Elohim  and  wisdom,  or  to  the  presence  of  wis¬ 
dom  personified  among  the  members  of  God’s  council.  However,  with  no 
mention  or  even  allusion  to  hkmh  in  Gen  1,  this  interpretation  is  ruled  out. 

But  this  raises  the  question  of  what  role  or  function  hkmh  has  in  Prov 
8:  22  ff.  In  vss  22-29,  it  is  clear  that  hkmh  is  present  and  existing  when  the 
creation  of  the  cosmos  takes  place.  It  is  not  obvious  that  hkmh  assists  or 
in  any  way  executes  the  divine  will  with  respect  to  the  creation  events.22 
Though  this  may  be  what  the  author  wanted  understood,  particularly  in 
view  of  Prov  3:  19,  it  is  also  possible  that  only  the  existence,  as  against  the 
participation,  of  wisdom  in  creation  is  all  that  was  intended  to  be  emphasized. 
The  crux  is  the  interpretation  of  the  disputed  'mwn  in  8:  30a.  If  ’mwn 
means  “craftsman,  architect,  wizard,”  or  the  like,  and  is  to  be  construed  as 
identifying  wisdom’s  role  in  creation,  then  the  problem  is  solved.  Here  we 
would  have  explicit  indication  of  wisdom’s  active  functioning  in  creation. 
But  if  Dahood  is  right,23  and  ’mum  is  to  be  understood  as  an  appositive 
related  to  the  suffix  on  ’slw  referring  to  God,  then  wisdom’s  presence  but 
passive  role  would  seem  to  be  all  that  is  meant.  I  am  inclined  toward  the 
latter  interpretation,  agreeing  with  Dahood  that  if  the  former  were  meant, 
the  expression  and  arrangement  of  words  would  most  likely  be  different. 
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However,  if  fykmh  does  assist  Yahweh  in  creation,  then  its  role  is  somewhat 
in  line  with  Ys  and  hmym  (and  perhaps  the  other  members  in  the  subject  of 
n'sh  in  1:  26)  in  Gen  1. 

CREATION  AND  THE  PRIMORDIAL  WATERS 

To  my  knowledge,  there  is  no  text  in  the  Old  Testament  which  speaks  directly 
of  God’s  creation  of  the  primordial  waters  ( thwm ,  thwmwt).  Prov  8:  22  ff 
comes  closest  when  it  states  quite  explicitly  (8:  24)  that  there  was  a  time 
“when  there  were  no  deeps”  (thwmwt),  and  then  in  8:  27-28  speaks  of  thwm 
as  existing,  the  implication  being  that  subsequently  the  subterranean  waters 
were  created,  presumably  prior  to  the  heavens.  In  Gen  1,  the  creation  of 
thwm  is  not  described  as  a  part  of  God’s  creative  activity  in  relation  to  the 
world.  It  is  already  assumed  to  be  in  existence,  along  with  darkness  and 
Ays  in  the  state  of  thw  wbhw ,  in  Gen  1:  2.  All  these  are  “givens”  when  God 
begins  to  create  the  heavens  and  the  earth.24  The  negative  formulations 
in  Prov  8:  24,  26  are  rightly  compared  to  similarly  cast  statements  in  several 
of  the  ancient  Near  Eastern  creation  traditions,25  but  in  contrast  to  this  type 
of  formulation  in  Prov  8:  22  ff  and  the  ancient  Near  Eastern  creation  texts, 
Gen  1 :  2  is  not  negative  in  form,  even  though  it  may  be  somewhat  in  mean¬ 
ing.  It  is  asserted  there  not  what  AYs  was  not  but  what  it  was — that  is, 
thw  wbhw .  Admittedly,  thw  wbhw  bears  a  negative  connotation  by  impli¬ 
cation,  in  that  it  describes  AYs  in  its  pre-creation  form  of  darkened  desolation 
or  gloomy  waste — certainly  negative  qualities — but  it  is  only  by  implication 
and  not  by  a  formal,  direct  negation.  There  may  also  be  a  question  as  to 
how  negative  darkness  was  considered  to  be  by  the  Gen  1  author,  for  it  is 
not  radically  changed  or  destroyed  in  creation,  but  simply  limited  and  in¬ 
corporated  into  the  temporal  structure  of  the  world  as  night.  With  respect 
to  thwm ,  its  existence  in  the  pre-creation  situation  is  simply  assumed,  with¬ 
out  any  overt  perjorative  connotations.  Nothing  is  said  about  its  origin 
or  of  conditions  before  its  existence.  The  only  hint  of  a  possible  negative 
note  is  in  the  presence  of  the  rwh  1 Ihym ,  “soaring”  or  “hovering”  over  hmym , 
where  the  image  is  either  of  the  eagle  or  the  hawk  circling  its  prey,  thus 
possibly  suggesting  some  hostility,26  or  of  the  eagle  teaching  its  young  to 
fly  by  forcing  it  out  of  the  nest  into  the  air  (as  in  Deut  32:  11).  The  hostility 
or  conflict  motif  fits  well  with  those  Old  Testament  passages  where  Yahweh 
is  depicted  as  entering  into  combat  with  the  mighty  waters,  often  personified 
as  Rahab  or  Leviathan.  The  word  thwm  does  not  appear  in  any  of  these 
texts,  but  we  do  find  mym  in  parallelism  with  thwm  in  Ps  104:  6-7,  and  we 
find  the  plural  form  of  thwm  in  a  passage  alluding  to  the  act  of  gathering 
the  waters  in  Ps  33:  6-7.  Is  Gen  1:  2  intentionally  alluding  to  the  motif 
of  God’s  conflict  with  the  rebellious  waters,  or  is  the  idea  simply  of  God’s 
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control  and  authority  over  the  waters  for  the  purpose  of  utilizing  them  in 
creation?  Since  we  perceive  no  other  clues  to  suggest  the  writer  may  have 
had  in  mind  the  more  violent  conceptuality,  it  is  perhaps  better  to  adhere 
to  the  second  interpretation — that  is,  God’s  moving  above  the  waters  in 
the  power  of  his  direction  and  ordering.  Significantly,  quite  in  contrast  with 
the  Babylonian  conception,  where  Ti’amat  is  slain  and  annihilated  before 
the  cosmos  is  created,  the  biblical  picture  never  portrays  the  destruction  of 
the  waters  or  of  thwm,  but  only  their  control  and  ordering  by  Yahweh  within 
the  created  cosmos,  which,  interestingly,  is  in  keeping  with  Egyptian  cre¬ 
ation  tradition. 

THE  MOTIF  OF  PRIORITY  IN  CREATION 

I  am  unaware  of  any  creation  tradition  within  Israel  or  elsewhere  in  the  an¬ 
cient  Near  East  which  refers  to  an  absolute  beginning — that  is,  a  beginning 
of  all  things,  including  the  gods.  Thus,  in  the  Old  Testament,  when  r’Syt 
is  used  temporally,  it  never  indisputably  means  “in  the  beginning”  with 
reference  to  either  the  beginning  of  time  or  creation.  It  follows  that  in 
Prov  8:  22  and  Gen  1:1,  r’Syt  and  br’syl,  respectively,  should  not  be  rendered 
“in  the  beginning.”  From  the  context  in  Prov  8:  22  ff,  it  seems  clear  that 
r’Syt  means  “first”  or  “foremost,”  indicating  that  hkmh  was  the  first  thing 
to  be  created,  even  before  the  cosmos.  This  does  raise  a  problem  with  drkw 
if  the  latter  is  not  to  be  construed  verbally  (with  Dahood),  but  it  is  not 
insuperable.  If  drk  means  “power,  authority,”  then  r’Syt  drkw  would 
presumably  be  something  like  “the  first  [manifestation]  of  his  [Yahweh’s] 
power  [or  authority],”  maintaining  the  idea  of  priority.  This  understanding 
seems  to  fit  the  context  of  Prov  8:  22  quite  satisfactorily,  and  also  causes 
no  problems  when  compared  with  Gen  1:  1,  even  though  the  idea  there  is 
somewhat  different.  Before  dealing  with  that,  however,  we  should  mention 
one  other  text  which  does  appear  to  be  in  tension  with  Prov  8:  22  if  trans¬ 
lated  as  just  indicated,  and  that  is  Job  40:  19.  This  passage  is  the  closest 
parallel  in  terminology  to  Prov  8:  22,  though  it  deals  not  with  the  creation 
of  hkmh  but  of  bhmwt,  the  primordial  beast.  In  vs  15,  the  writer  says  Yah¬ 
weh  made  bhmwt  but  he  amplifies  this  in  vs  19  by  adding:  hw'  r’Syt  drky-’l, 
which  the  RSV  translates:  “He  is  the  first  of  the  works  of  God.”  Here, 
however,  as  in  Prov  8:  22,  it  is  likely  that  drk  is  better  connected  with  the 
word  meaning  “power,  dominion,  sovereignty,”  so  that  the  translation  should 
be.  He  is  the  first  [manifestation  or  example]  of  the  divine  power  [dominion 
or  authority].”  In  1952,  Dahood  translated  this  passage:  “He  is  the  finest 
manifestation  of  God’s  power.”27  Marvin  Pope28  renders:  “He  is  a  primordial 
production  of  God,”  which  is  the  most  neutral  rendition,  but  not  without 
its  difficulties.  The  Jerusalem  Bible  has:  “He  is  the  masterpiece  of  all  God’s 
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work,”  admitting  in  a  footnote  that  the  translation  is  conjectural.  If  one 
opts  for  the  priority  of  bhmwt  in  creation  here,  then  the  text  clearly  opposes 
Prov  8:  22  (unless  of  course  Scott29  and  others  are  right  and  vs  22  is  not  really 
speaking  about  the  creation  of  wisdom  by  God,  but  only  of  his  possession  of  it). 
It  would  seem  unlikely  there  were  two  traditions  in  circulation  among  the  wise 
men  with  regard  to  what  God  had  created  first:  on  the  one  hand,  wisdom; 
on  the  other,  bhmwL  Given  such  a  choice,  it  is  doubtful  they  would  have 
assigned  preeminence  to  anything  but  hkmh.  I  am  inclined  to  think  that, 
in  view  of  the  whole  context  of  Job  40:  19,  r’Syt  should  probably  be  trans¬ 
lated  much  as  Dahood  has  done.  Hence,  bhmwt  would  not  necessarily  be 
Yahweh’s  first  created  work,  but  the  finest  example  of  his  creative  power 
or  dominion  (cf  vs  19b,  “but  his  Maker  must  threaten  him  with  the  sword”), 
and  consequently  imply  nothing  as  to  his  priority  in  the  whole  creative  pro¬ 
cess.  Or  it  is  possible  that  bhmwt  was  thought  of  simply  as  the  first  creature 
subdued  or  held  in  check  by  God.  There  is  nothing  in  the  context  of  this 
passage  which  forces  us  to  interpret  bhmwt  as  a  male  counterpart  of  thwm, 
and  the  Hebrew  myth  with  which  he  was  originally  connected  may  have 
had  nothing  to  do  with  a  creation  story.  The  setting  in  which  bhmwt  is 
described  actually  presupposes  the  earth’s  creation,  for  it  speaks  of  the  moun¬ 
tains  which  provide  food  for  him,  of  his  natural  habitat  among  lotus  plants 
and  trees,  reeds,  marshes,  willows,  brooks,  and  even  the  river  Jordan ! 
Hence  this  mythological  material  may  have  come  from  a  tradition  dealing 
with  a  post-creation  relationship  between  Yahweh  and  bhmwt . 

In  Gen  1:1,  br'tyt  is  used  differently  from  r’Syt  in  Prov  8:  22.  The  opening 
of  Genesis  does  not  speak  of  what  God  created  first  of  all — that  is,  what  he 
created  before  the  heavens  and  the  earth  (though  this  is  probably  implicit  in 
Gen  1 :  2) — but  of  what  he  created  first  when  he  began  to  create  the  cosmos 
— light.  Hence,  there  is  no  tension  between  (b)  rSyt  in  Gen  1 :  1  and  Prov 
8:  22,  though  in  both  texts  the  word  is  used  to  indicate  a  priority — in  each 
case,  a  different  priority — and  to  emphasize  that  there  was  creation  activity 
prior  to  the  creation  of  the  heavens  and  the  earth.  This  is  of  course  only 
implicit  in  Gen  1:1-3,  more  explicit  in  Prov  8:  22  ff. 

THE  MOTIF  OF  JOY  IN  CREATION 

Prov  8:  22  ff  concludes  on  a  threefold  note  of  joy:  God’s  constant  delight  in 
the  wisdom  he  has  created;  wisdom’s  equally  perpetual  joy  in  God’s  pres¬ 
ence;  and  wisdom’s  rejoicing  in  the  world  and  mankind  (8: 30-31).  There  is  no 
clear  point  of  contact  here  with  Gen  1,  where  the  motif  of  joy,  if  present  at 
all,  is  considerably  more  subtle.  One  may  perhaps  detect  it  in  the  reiterated 
divine  approval  of  what  has  been  created:  “And  God  saw  how  good  it  was 
...”  (1:  4  etc.);  “And  God  saw  everything  he  had  made,  and  found  it  very 
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good”  (1:  31).  And  perhaps  too  it  was  understood  as  the  predominant  emo¬ 
tion  prevailing  when  God  ceased  creating  and  blessed  and  sanctified  the 
seventh  day.  But  no  verbs  or  nouns  directly  indicating  joy  occur  in  Gen  1, 
so  that  the  motif  is  not  as  obvious  as  in  Prov  8:  31  or  Job  38:  7  (“Where 
were  you  when  I  laid  the  foundation  of  the  earth  .  .  .  when  the  morning 
stars  sang  together  and  all  the  sons  of  God  shouted  for  joy?”).  Moreover, 
it  would  appear  that  the  theme  of  divine  joy  in  creation  in  Prov  8  is  limited 
to  joy  in  wisdom,  not  in  the  whole  creation. 


Genesis  1  and  Wisdom  Creation  Traditions 

Though  Gen  1  is  traditionally  assigned  to  the  Priestly  stratum  of  literary 
material  in  the  Pentateuch,  there  is  no  compelling  demonstration  that  the 
priests  actually  composed  this  story  themselves  or  even  left  their  unmis¬ 
takable  literary  marks  upon  it.30  This  raises  anew  the  question  about  the 
literary  origin  and  composition  of  Gen  1,  which,  I  regret,  cannot  be  under¬ 
taken  here.  It  has  sometimes  been  suggested,  however,  that  Gen  1  shows 
certain  affinities  to  wisdom  traditions  about  creation  and  to  other  features 
characteristic  of  wisdom  interests,  and  so  it  is  legitimate  to  ask  whether 
the  origin  of  Gen  1  should  not  be  traced  to  the  literary  activity  of  the  wise 
men.  Comparison  with  Prov  8:  22  ff,  however,  as  well  as  with  wisdom  tradi¬ 
tions  about  creation  in  the  Psalter  and  in  Job,  does  not  appear  to  lend  very 
strong  support  for  such  an  hypothesis.  Both  Gen  1  and  the  wisdom  creation 
texts  draw  upon  common  ancient  Near  Eastern  sources  for  some  of  their 
conceptions,  but  neither  seems  to  be  more  directly  related  to  one  another. 
Our  study  of  Prov  8:  22  ff  in  particular  has  not  left  the  impression  that 
this  passage  was  composed  under  the  influence  of  Gen  1  or  vice  versa.  The 
failure  of  Gen  1  to  make  any  mention  at  all  of  hkmh  or  of  its  function  in 
creation  encourages  the  doubt  that  this  narrative  came  directly  from  the 
hands  of  the  wisdom  scribes.  Yet,  are  there  any  evidences  of  indirect  wisdom 
influence  on  Gen  1  ?  It  is  possible  that  the  two  types  of  plant  distinctions 
made  in  1:  11-12  (dS‘  ‘4b  mzry‘  zr‘  Imynhw  ‘ s  ‘sh  pry  ’Sr  zr‘w-bw  Imynhw) 
go  back  to  the  kind  of  observations  and  classifications  associated  with  the 
activity  of  the  wise  men,  though  I  know  of  no  wisdom  text  where  this  specific 
division  is  made.  A  more  general  relationship  to  the  wise  men  has  been  pointed 
out  in  the  lists  of  natural  phenomena  and  constituents  of  the  cosmos  which  one 
finds  in  wisdom  literature.  In  his  monograph  on  Gen  1,  Werner  Schmidt  has 
studied  these  in  relation  to  the  initial  creation  story,  and  concluded  that 
there  is  no  convincing  case  to  be  made  for  thinking  that  the  order  and  ar¬ 
rangement  of  the  created  universe  and  what  is  named  as  its  constituent 
elements  go  back  in  detail  to  any  of  the  wise  men’s  Listenwissenschaft.31 
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Moreover,  there  is  very  little  in  the  language,  style,  and  purpose  of  Gen 
1  that  suggests  any  clear  ties  with  the  wisdom  movement.  But  is  it  possible 
that  some  of  the  traditional  elements  in  Gen  1  came  into  Israel  through 
Canaanite-Phoenician  sources  with  which  the  wise  men  were  particularly 
familiar?32  There  are  a  number  of  Canaanite-Phoenician  reminiscences 
in  Gen  1  that  possibly  point  in  this  direction.  For  example,  in  Gen  1:  2, 
bhw  is  probably  a  mythological  recollection  of  the  old  Phoenician  goddess 
Baau,  known  from  Philo  as  quoted  by  Eusebius  ( Praep .  Evang.  I,  10:  7), 
but  going  back  originally  to  the  work,  now  lost,  of  Sanchuniaton.33  Baau 
was  a  night  goddess,  who,  according  to  Phoenician  myth,  united  with  the 
east(  ?)  wind  to  produce  the  first  human  creatures.  It  is  possible  also  that 
tnynm  in  Gen  1 :  21  reflects  a  Canaanite-Phoenician  background,  since  the 
singular  form  tnyn ,  referring  to  some  kind  of  huge  marine  creature,  occurs 
a  number  of  times  in  Old  Testament  poetic  passages,  and  seems  related  to 
the  Ugaritic  figure  of  the  same  name  (tnn).  Did  thwm  likewise  come  into 
Israel  through  Canaanite-Phoenician  intermediaries?  Ugaritic  ihm  appears 
to  be  used  in  the  same  way  in  Hebrew — that  is,  always  with  the  meaning 
Deep(s),  and  rarely,  if  ever,  personified,  as  is  the  Mesopotamian  goddess 
Ti’amat.  Other  clues  to  Phoenician  influence  might  possibly  be:34  1)  The 
use  of  ky  in  the  refrain,  wyr* ' Ihym  ky  twb ,  to  mean  “how”  rather  than  “that,” 
a  usage  with  good  examples  attested  at  Ugarit,  as  well  as  in  the  Amarna 
letters  and  Mari  texts;35  2)  the  use  of  mrhpt  in  Gen  1 :  2,  attested  in  the  Ugar¬ 
itic  Dan’el  texts;38  3)  the  enclitic  mem  in  1:  9,  if  miqwemi  is  the  correct 
vocalization  of  mqwm ;37  4)  the  so-called  waw  compaginis  in  hytw-'rs  of  1: 
24,  certainly  an  archaic  poetic  feature  which  probably  represents  an  original 
Canaanite  *hayyaiu  *arsi;  5)  the  employment  of  the  heptaemeron  structure 
for  the  whole  narrative,  a  literary  device  found  some  seven  times  in  the  Ugar¬ 
itic  mythological  texts  as  well  as  in  the  Gilgamesh  Epic.38  Significant  Phoeni¬ 
cian  contact  and  influence  upon  Israel  had  certainly  begun  by  the  tenth 
century  b.c.,  and  continued  down  to  about  the  sixth  century,  when  Israelite 
literary  materials  coming  from  this  period  show  the  largest  number  of 
Ugaritic  points  of  contact.  Both  Prov  8  and  Gen  1  contain  clues  that  suggest 
Phoenicia  as  a  source  for  their  common  traditions.  Even  the  evidence  for 
an  ultimate  Egyptian  conceptuality  underlying  a  number  of  features  in 
Gen  1  may  have  come  through  Phoenicia  rather  than  directly  from  Egypt. 
From  the  standpoint  of  poetic  verse  form,  Prov  8  would  appear  to  be  the 
older,  and  quite  conceivably  could  go  back  to  the  tenth  century  for  its 
original  composition.  Gen  1  too  may  go  back  just  as  far  in  its  initial  poetic 
form,  but  even  its  prose  rendition  should  probably  not  be  dated  later  than 
the  seventh  century  b.c.39 
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In  conclusion,  I  would  say  Gen  1  and  Prov  8:  22  ff  probably  have  a  com¬ 
mon  heritage  in  specifically  Canaanite-Phoenician  traditions  about  creation, 
mixed  with  other  ancient  Near  Eastern  traditions  which  came  into  Israel 
through  a  Phoenician  alembic.  Within  Israel,  the  composition  of  Gen  1 
and  Prov  8:  22  ff  was  by  different  circles,  the  latter  most  clearly  from  the 
wise  men;  the  former,  though  perhaps  ultimately  redacted  by  the  priests, 
goes  back  in  both  its  putative  poetic  and  its  present  prose  form  to  literary 
artists  whose  identity  still  remains  obscure  and  problematic. 
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The  Home  of  Deuteronomy 
Revisited:  A  Methodological 
Analysis  of  the  Northern  Theory 


For  more  than  forty  years  the  problem  of  the  provenance  of 
Deuteronomy  has  been  much  discussed  and  debated.  The  book  has  been 
dated  in  every  period  from  Moses  to  Ezra.  It  has  been  connected  to  and 
disconnected  from  Josiah’s  reform,  and  those  who  have  related  it  to  that 
late-seventh-century-B.c.  movement  have  disputed  whether  it  served  as  a 
model  for  that  program  or  was  simply  a  summary  of  Josiah’s  activities. 
In  addition,  there  continues  the  debate  over  the  book’s  place  of  origin  as 
well  as  over  the  group  responsible  for  its  ideas  and  composition.  The  place 
has  been  argued  strongly  to  be  northern  Israel  by  some  and  southern  Judah 
by  others.  Nominations  for  the  circle  responsible  for  its  composition  and  for 
the  preservation  of  ideals  expressed  therein  have  covered  virtually  every 
possible  candidate:  priests,1  prophets,2  kings,3  and  scribes.4 

While  all  these  questions  are  integrally  related  and  no  one  question  can 
be  studied  in  a  vacuum,  the  task  of  this  study  is  limited  to  the  examination 
of  the  major  arguments  which  have  been  offered  for  a  northern  or  Israelite 
theory.  It  is  hoped  that,  by  this  analysis,  some  contribution  will  be  made 
to  the  problem  of  Deuteronomy’s  origin  and  development. 


The  Scope  of  Proto-Deuteronomy 

Most  present-day  scholars  agree  that  the  book  of  Deuteronomy,  as  we  have 
it,  is  not  the  book  purported  to  have  been  found  in  the  Jerusalem  Temple 
in  621  b.c.  Rather,  the  original  text  must  be  separated  from  the  rest  of  the 
book  because  of:  1)  the  repetitions,  doublets,  and  contradictions  (or  at  least 
different  viewpoints)  in  the  narrative  material  surrounding  the  code  of 
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chs  12-26;  2)  the  repetition  of  laws  and  the  varying  concerns  in  the  laws 
of  the  code;  and  3)  the  juxtaposition  of  sections  of  address  with  singular 
and  plural  verbs  and  pronouns.  It  is  a  difficult  and  frustrating — but  crucial 
— task  to  distinguish  what  is  Proto-Deuteronomy  from  the  remainder  of 
the  book.  But  such  an  attempt  must  be  made  and  some  stance  taken  before 
any  conclusions  can  be  drawn  on  questions  pertaining  to  the  home  of  Proto- 
Deuteronomy.  And  yet  the  difficulties  in  determining  precisely  this  basic 
material  are  evidenced  by  the  variety  of  positions  which  have  been  presented. 

The  extreme  positions  on  the  problem  need  be  mentioned  only  briefly. 
In  1889,  J.  Wellhausen  ( Die  Composition  des  Hexateuchs)  stated  that  the 
original  Deuteronomy  consisted  only  of  the  law  code  in  chapters  12-26. 
This  position  is  supported  somewhat  by  Otto  Eissfeldt,5  who  argues  that 
the  account  in  2  Kings  22-23  provides  no  basis  for  assuming  that  the  code 
contained  an  historical  introduction.  Moreover,  for  Eissfeldt  the  concluding 
chapters  represent  two  later  editions  which  expanded  the  brief  curses  at 
22:  16,  19.  Quite  the  opposite  of  that  position,  J.  Cullen  ( The  Book  of  the 
Covenant  in  Moab ,  1903)  sees  Proto-Deuteronomy  not  at  all  in  the  code  but 
only  in  the  hortatory  discourses  of  the  framework.  The  code  is  simply  a 
summary  or  deposit  of  Josiah’s  reforms  rather  than  the  guidelines  for  those 
reforms. 

Generally  held  views  on  the  scope  of  Deuteronomy  include  sections  of 
both  the  framework  and  the  legal  material.  M.  Noth6  and  G.  von  Rad7 
agree  that  Proto-Deuteronomy  did  not  include  the  first  four  or  the  last 
four  chapters  of  the  present  book.  E.  Nicholson8  argues  that  Proto-Deuter¬ 
onomy  consisted  of  chapters  5-26  and  some  of  28.  Within  this  corpus, 
another  hand  was  at  work  inserting  some  plural  passages  within  the  original 
singular  material,  and  other  chapters  were  added  at  the  beginning  and  at 
the  end.  Also  within  the  major  corpus,  Nicholson  joins  von  Rad  in  omitting 
the  long  plural  passage  at  9:  7-10:  11.  It  is  interesting  to  note  in  the  matter 
of  9:  7-10:  11  that  G.  Fohrer,9  who  regards  the  code  itself  as  the  original 
work,  considers  9:  7-10:  11  to  belong  (with  1:  1-5;  1:  6-3:  29;  and  4:  1-43) 
to  the  second  of  two  supplemented  introductions.  The  first  introduction, 
consisting  of  4:  44-9:  6;  10:  12-11:  32,  was  added  to  the  code  shortly  after 
701  b.c.,  and  in  that  same  expansion  a  conclusion  was  added  with  the  material 
at  27:  1-8,  9-10;  28:  1-68.  The  relationship  of  the  narrative  material  here 
is  important  to  note,  for  in  spite  of  the  difference  in  what  constitutes  the 
original,  9:  7-10:  11  does  not  seem  to  be  related  to  its  surrounding  material. 
Also,  there  seems  to  be  an  agreed  break  at  28:  68  from  the  concluding 
chapters. 

A  slightly  different  but  also  frequently  accepted  Proto-Deuteronomy  is 
supported  by  Hartmut  Gese,  whose  convincing  analysis  is  based  on  a  com- 
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bination  of  the  singular-plural  criterion  with  certain  ideological-theological 
issues.10  For  Gese,  the  narrative  framework  of  the  original  book  consists 
essentially  of  the  singular  material  in  6:  4-9:  6;  10:  12-11:  1;  27:  1-28:  68. 
In  these  sections,  the  word  bryt  is  used  only  for  the  covenant  with  the  patri¬ 
archs  (7:  9,  12;  8:  18),  the  content  of  which  was  the  promise  of  the  land  (see 
6:  10  ff,  18,  23;  7:  1  ff,  16  ff;  8:  1,  7;  9:  1  ff).  The  wilderness  experience 
here  is  regarded  as  a  time  of  intimacy  with  Yahweh  (8:  2-5,  15  f;  contrast 
6:  16  [secondary  pL  insert];  9:  7,  22-24;  11:  5-7;  25:  17  f;  32:  51).  And 
Sinai/Horeb  is  missing  in  favor  of  the  Moab  covenant,  which  is  nowhere 
regarded  as  a  renewal  of  that  Horeb  situation.  Thus,  what  is  essentially 
different  in  Gese’s  view  from  those  cited  above  is  5:  1-6:  3U  and  11:  2-32, 
both  of  which  are  plural  and  which  introduce  elements  nowhere  else  attested 
in  Proto-Deuteronomy.12  It  would  follow,  then,  that  the  inclusion  of  the 
many  references  to  Sinai/Horeb  traditions  is  the  work  of  a  later  editor  (or 
editors),13  whose  work  explicitly  portrayed  the  Moab  covenant  as  the  re¬ 
newal  of  the  one  at  Sinai. 

The  scope  of  the  framework  of  Proto-Deuteronomy  assumed  in  this  study 
is  consistent  with  that  supported  by  Gese:  6:  4-9:  6;  10:  12-11:  1;  27:  1-28: 
68.  What  the  original  work  contains  in  the  narrative  framework  is  a  series 
of  sermons  which  preserve  the  covenant  as  the  patriarchal  promise,  the 
exodus  experience,  the  favorable  wilderness  tradition,  and  some  important 
announcements  concerning  the  nature  of  Israel’s  God,  the  nature  of  the 
people  as  God’s  own,  the  gift  of  the  land,  and  a  number  of  other  concepts 
which  will  be  pointed  out  in  the  course  of  this  discussion.  But  what  is  omit¬ 
ted  from  Proto-Deuteronomy  are  the  Sinai/Horeb  traditions,  the  unpleasant 
wilderness  traditions,  and  other  typically  Deuteronomistic  concerns  which 
will  also  come  to  the  surface  below.  As  for  what  is  original  in  the  code,  this 
problem  is  even  more  complicated.  Those  laws  which  are  crucial  in  the 
present  discussion  will  be  studied  where  appropriate. 


Arguments  for  a  Northern  Origin 

The  list  of  scholars  who  argue  that  Proto-Deuteronomy  has  a  northern  or 
Israelite  provenance  is  impressive.  Following  the  lead  of  A.  C.  Welch,  such 
men  as  A.  Alt,  W.  F.  Albright,  G.  Fohrer,  A.  Weiser,  G.  E.  Wright,  F. 
Dumermuth,  H.  Ringgren,  and  others  have  presented  arguments  for  a 
northern  origin  of  the  book  found  by  Josiah’s  men.14  Others  admit  at  least 
that  the  book  contains  a  reworking  of  material  from  the  north,15  or  that  it 
was  composed  in  the  south  by  northerners  who  had  fled  after  the  disaster 
of  721  b.c.16  The  purpose  of  this  study  is  to  evaluate  the  major  arguments 
which  have  been  presented  for  northern  concerns  in  Deuteronomy. 
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DEUTERONOMY  AND  HOSEA 

Many  points  of  comparison  have  been  made  between  the  book  of  Deuter¬ 
onomy  and  the  only  northern  prophet  whose  preaching  has  been  collected 
into  a  book  of  the  canon.  These  comparisons  have  been  literary,  ideological, 
and  theological.  In  the  first  place,  specific  verses  have  been  compared 
between  the  books  in  terms  of  style  and  content.  The  most  impressive  list 
has  been  put  together  by  H.  W.  Wolff.17  He  has  compared:  “forgetting 
Yahweh”  of  Hos  2:  10,  15;  4:  6;  13:  4  ff;  8:  14  with  Deut  6:  12-14;  8:  11, 
14,  18  f;  the  preaching  against  alliances  of  Hos  7:  11;  10:  4,  6;  14:  4  with 
Deut  7:  2;  17:  16;  the  view  of  the  torah  of  Hos  4:  1  f,  6  with  Deut  17:  19; 
31:  9  f;  Yahweh  as  chastiser  or  disciplinarian  of  Hos  5:  2;  7:  12,  15;  10:  10 
with  Deut  8:  5;  21:  18;  cf  4:  36;  the  redemption  emphasis  of  Hos  7:  13  with 
Deut  7:  8;  9:  26;  13:  6;  21:  8;  the  life  of  the  true  prophet  “with  God”  of 
Hos  9:  8  with  Deut  18:  13  (with  which  Wolff  compares  the  Deuteronomistic 
judgment  on  kings:  1  Kings  8:  61;  11:  4;  15:  3,  14);  the  brotherhood  of  the 
people  of  Hos  2:  3  with  Deut.  3:  18,  20;  10:  9;  17:  15;  18:  2,  7,  15,  18;  the 
massebah  of  the  Canaanites  of  Hos  10: 1  with  Deut  12:  3;  16:  22;  and,  finally, 
the  “corn,  wine,  and  oil”  of  Hos  2:  10  with  Deut  7:  13;  11:  14;  12:  17;  14: 
23;  18:  4;  and  28:  51.  Apart  from  other  issues,  which  will  be  discussed  be¬ 
low,  one  could  increase  the  list  by  adding:  the  references  to  God  finding 
Israel  in  the  wilderness  (Deut  32:  10  ff  with  Hos  11 : 1  ff;  9:  10);  God  return¬ 
ing  Israel  to  Egypt  because  of  her  unfaithfulness  (Deut  28:  68  with  Hos  7: 
16;  8:  13;  9:3;  11:5);  and  the  importance  of  wisdom  and  discernment 
(Deut  32:  28  f  with  Hos  14:  9). 

Such  an  impressive  list  should  not  mislead  one  into  a  rash  decision  on  the 
relationship  between  Hosea  and  Proto-Deuteronomy,  primarily  because 
many  of  the  parallels  cited  belong  to  material  which  belongs  to  the  work 
of  the  Deuteronomistic  editor  rather  than  to  Proto-Deuteronomy  (e.g., 
probably  all  those  under  the  “brotherhood”  notion  as  well  as  the  under¬ 
standing  of  the  tdrah).  In  addition,  some  of  the  parallels  are  simply  too 
general  to  be  significant  (e.g.,  the  massebah  as  well  as  the  “corn,  wine,  and 
oil”).  Some  of  the  comparisons  could  be  used  to  show  different  relationships 
(e.g.,  on  forgetting  God,  see  the  frequency  of  use  at  Is  17:  10;  51:  13;  Jer 
2:  32;  3:  21;  13:  25;  18:  15;  23:  27;  Ezek  22:  12;  23:  35;  on  Yahweh  as  chas¬ 
tiser,  Deut  8:  5  sounds  more  like  the  wisdom  of  Prov  3:  Ilf;  19:  18  although 
the  Hosea  references  may  be  significant).  The  most  helpful  and  meaning¬ 
ful  of  all  the  comparisons  seem  to  be  those  which  deal  with  redemption  and 
those  which  express  the  rather  unusual  notion  that  because  of  Israel’s  un¬ 
faithfulness  God  will  take  the  people  back  to  Egypt  (to  begin  all  over?). 
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Second,  the  notion  or  motif  of  love  has  been  cited  as  a  parallel  between 
the  two  books.  However,  a  study  of  * aheb ,  “to  love,”  and  >ahabah ,  “love,” 
demonstrates  that  the  comparison  is  not  as  firm  as  one  would  like  in  order 
to  establish  an  argument  for  northern  provenance.  In  Hosea,  the  root  * hb 
occurs  sixteen  times.  Some  of  these  passages  use  the  term  in  a  general  way, 
and  many  employ  * hb  with  reference  to  loving  Baal  or  Baal  worship  as  a 
harlot  loves  her  lovers  (2:  7,  9,  12,  14,  15;  4:  18;  9:  1,  10).  In  several  cases, 
however,  the  reference  is  to  Yahweh’s  love  for  Israel:  3:  1  (love  a  woman  as 
Yahweh  loves  Israel);  11:  1,  4  (Yahweh  loves  his  child);  14:  5  (Yahweh  will 
love  repentant  Israel,  which  describes  itself  in  the  preceding  verse  as  an 
orphan).  Thus,  the  kinds  of  love  present  in  Hosea  are:  the  general  references; 
the  people’s  idolatrous  love  for  idols;  and  Yahweh’s  love  for  the  people  in 
terms  of  the  husband-wife  analogy  and  of  the  father-child  type. 

In  Deuteronomy,  the  root  * hb  occurs  twenty-one  times.  While  only  two 
of  these  use  the  term  apart  from  the  Yahweh-Israel  relationship,  six  speak 
of  Yahweh’s  love  for  people:  4:  37  (God  loved  the  forefathers);  7:  8  (love 
is  the  motive  for  Yahweh’s  election  of  Israel);  7:13  (love  is  joined  with  bless¬ 
ing  on  the  people);  10:  18  (Yahweh  loves  the  sojourner);  and  23:5  (Yahweh 
loves  his  people).  In  none  of  these  passages  is  there  any  reference  to  Yah¬ 
weh’s  love  for  his  people  in  terms  of  marriage  or  paternal  love — as  in  Hosea.18 
As  for  the  people’s  love  for  Yahweh,  eleven  cases  speak  of  a  command  to 
love  God:  5:  10;  6:  5;  10:  12;  11:  1,  13,  22;  13:  3;  19:  9;  30:  6,  16,  20!  The 
command  is  directly  related  to  keeping  commandments,  fearing  the  Lord, 
serving  him,  walking  in  his  ways,  and  cleaving  to  him.  It  is,  indeed,  not 
inappropriate  to  say  that  love  for  God  in  Deuteronomy  means  primarily 
obedience  to  Yahweh  and  the  keeping  of  his  commandments.19 

Therefore,  while  one  might  argue  that  the  election-covenant  love  relation¬ 
ship  can  be  portrayed  in  husband-wife  or  father-son  images,  the  specific 
use  of  'hb  in  Deuteronomy  is  not  so  clearly  or  directly  related  to  Hosea 
that  one  must  think  necessarily  of  a  borrowing  from  Hosea  or  even  of  a 
common  tradition  underlying  both.  While  for  both  Hosea  and  Deuteronomy 
God’s  love  is  unmerited,  in  Hosea  this  love  is  described  in  intimate,  familial 
terms;  in  Deuteronomy,  in  formal  covenant  categories. 

Third,  it  is  argued  that  in  Hosea,  as  in  Deuteronomy,  there  exists  a  neg¬ 
ative  attitude  toward  kingship,  or,  rather  more  specifically,  toward  the 
dynastic  kingship  of  Jerusalem.  The  law  at  Deut  17:  14-20  is  compared 
with  Hosea’s  polemics  on  the  kings  at  7:  3-7;  10:  3  f,  7, 13,  15,  and  especially 
8:  4.  About  Hosea’s  attitude  there  can  be  no  doubt,  but  the  problems 
with  the  “royal  law”  of  Deut  17  are,  indeed,  complex.  The  arguments 
center  primarily  in  vss  14-17,  20,  for  many  are  of  the  opinion  that  vss  18- 
19  are  secondary  to  the  law.20  First,  the  negative  expression  that  the  people 
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desire  to  have  a  king  like  the  other  nations  is  quite  reminiscent  of  the  anti- 
monarchial  source  at  1  Sam  8:  5, 21  and  such  a  negative  attitude  was  prob¬ 
ably  northern.22  Second,  the  election  of  the  king  by  the  Lord  is  said  to  re¬ 
flect  the  northern  charismatic  emphasis  rather  than  the  southern  dynastic 
succession  principle.23  Third,  the  concern  about  a  foreigner  becoming  king 
would  have  been  a  problem  only  for  the  north.24  Fourth,  the  prohibition 
against  war  chariotry,  a  multitude  of  wives,  and  the  heaping  up  of  treasures 
is  said  to  be  anti-Solomonic  (reflective  of  northern  attitudes)  or  a  northern 
concern  against  the  house  of  Omri 25  The  law  is  included  in  this  northern 
anti-dynastic  source  only  because  kingship  had  become  a  fact  of  life,  which 
the  writers  were  realistic  enough  to  admit 26 

Taken  all  together,  these  arguments  present  a  formidable  case  which 
may,  indeed,  be  correct.  However,  there  are  some  weaknesses  or  at  least 
alternative  possibilities  to  this  argumentation.  First,  that  vs  14b  is  reminis¬ 
cent  of  1  Sam  8:  5  (also  vs  19)  may  be  explained  as  the  common  work  of 
the  Deuteronomistic  editor,27  who  could  have  supplied  the  precise  wording 
into  the  old  anti-monarchical  tradition  which  he  had  received  and  then 
used  similar  wording  to  introduce  this  law  which  he  was  incorporating  into 
the  code.  There  is  some  linguistic  evidence  to  support  Deuteronomistic 
authorship  of  this  verse.  The  use  of  the  expression  kkl  hgwym  is  indicative 
of  the  editor’s  fondness  for  comparing  undesirable  practices  in  Israel.  The 
precise  expression  appears  elsewhere  only  in  the  narrative  at  1  Sam  8: 
5,  20,  but  kgwym  occurs  also  and  only  in  the  Deuteronomistic  passages  at 
Deut  8:  20  (which,  with  vs  19,  bears  all  the  marks  of  a  later  addition;  see  von 
Rad,  Deuteronomy  p.  73)  and  2  Kings  17:  11.  In  addition,  the  same  style 
of  the  editor  is  demonstrated  in  his  repeated  “according  to  the  abominable 
practices  of  the  nations”  at  1  Kings  14:  24;  2  Kings  16:  3;  21:  2;  cf  also 
2  Kings  17:  33  and  Deut  18:  9.  The  other  significant  expression  in  the  verse 
concerning  the  nations  “which  are  round  about  me”  also  seems  to  be  char¬ 
acteristic  of  the  Deuteronomist  (with  gwym  as  here,  cf  2  Kings  17:  15; 
with  ‘/m/m,  cf  Judg  2:  12  and  the  plural  passages  at  Deut  6:  14;  13:  8;  cf 
also  Deut  12:  10;  25:  19  in  reference  to  enemies).28 

Second,  the  law  does  not  necessarily  refute  the  dynastic  kingship  of  the 
Davidic  line  simply  because  it  employs  the  term  bhr .  David,  to  whom  the 
law  may  refer,  is  said  a  number  of  times  to  be  chosen  by  Yahweh  both  within 
the  Deuteronomistic  history  (2  Sam  6:  21;  1  Kings  8:  16;  cf  also  1  Sam 
16:  6-13)  and  without  (Ps  89:  4,  20 — a  psalm  which  interweaves  this  election 
with  the  promise  of  an  enduring  dynasty;  see  vss  4-5,  20-38).  While  bhr 
does  not  seem  to  be  used  in  referring  to  David’s  descendants,  nevertheless, 
the  notion  that  the  initiative  comes  from  Yahweh  in  their  rules  can  be  seen 
from  the  reference  to  the  Jerusalem  kings  as  his  “anointed”  (Ps  2:  2;  18:51; 
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20:  7,  etc.)  as  well  as  from  the  enthronement  formula  “I  have  set  my  king 
on  Zion,  my  holy  hill”  (Ps  2:  6).29  Finally,  the  use  of  the  adoption  formula 
(Ps  2:  7  and  implied  elsewhere)  may  point  to  an  election  motif,  even  though 
the  technical  term  bhr  is  not  employed. 

Third,  that  a  foreigner  should  not  become  king  presents  problems  in  re¬ 
gard  to  this  passage  and  with  respect  to  its  home.  It  almost  seems  incon¬ 
sistent  or  illogical  that  this  stipulation  should  follow  the  insistence  on 
Yahweh’s  election;  that  is,  only  one  chosen  by  Yahweh  may  become  king, 
but  the  people  are  told  that  they  may  set  over  them  only  one  who  is  from 
“among  your  brethren.”  But  as  for  the  question  of  home,  it  is  difficult  to 
find  historical  evidence  for  this  problem  in  the  south  or  in  the  north.30 
While  the  possibility  of  a  foreigner  becoming  king  in  the  north  always  ex¬ 
isted — the  only  instance  in  the  south  which  comes  to  mind  is  the  case  of  the 
Syrian  Tabeel,  whom  Syria  and  Ephraim  wanted  to  put  on  Jerusalem’s 
throne  in  place  of  Ahaz  (Is  7:  5  f).  It  is  probable,  though,  that  the  stipula¬ 
tion  is  more  religious  than  historical,  and  that  the  real  concern  was  with 
a  ruler  who  would  have  little  sympathy  with  Israel’s  self-understanding  as 
the  people  of  God  and  who  would  introduce  pagan  religions  (which  happened 
of  course  in  north  and  south,  without  foreigners  as  kings).31  Fourth,  the 
polemic  against  a  Solomon-like  king  could  have  originated  in  the  south  as 
well  as  in  the  north,  as  is  clear  from  the  preaching  of  Micah  (3:  9-12).  In 
addition,  such  a  polemic  could,  indeed,  have  come  from  the  pen  of  the 
Deuteronomistic  editor,  who  gave  unqualified  approval  to  only  two  kings 
of  Judah,  Hezekiah  and  Josiah. 

Thus,  while  Hosea  is  quite  polemical  in  his  attitude  toward  monarchy, 
it  is  by  no  means  clear  that  the  “royal  law”  of  Deut  17:  14-20  is  anti-monar- 
chic  (in  spite  of  the  negative  connotation  “like  all  the  nations,”  it  is  said, 
nevertheless,  “you  may  indeed  set  up  [infinitive  absolute]  a  king.  .  .  .”)  or 
anti-Davidic  dynasty.  Surely,  the  passage  is  against  any  king  who  styles 
himself  after  Solomon,  Omri,  or  several  others,  but  this  polemic  could  be 
at  home  in  the  south  as  in  the  north.  Moreover,  if  one  thinks  of  a  writer 
who  takes  seriously  the  Davidic  covenant  but  who  harshly  judges  even  the 
Davidic  kings,  a  writer  who  elsewhere  pointed  out  the  dangers  of  kingship 
(1  Sam  8),  a  writer  who  elsewhere  expresses  himself  in  terms  similar  to  several 
of  the  verses  of  this  law32 — then  one  brings  to  mind  the  Deuteronomist.  If 
the  law  is,  indeed,  his  work,  then  of  course  it  is  of  no  use  in  seeking  the  home 
of  Proto-Deuteronomy.33 

In  spite  of  the  weaknesses  in  some  of  these  arguments  to  demonstrate 
a  relationship  between  Hosea  and  Proto-Deuteronomy,  however,  such  a 
relationship  is  not  to  be  denied  completely.  There  exist  several  points  of 
comparison  which  are  probably  not  accidental.  First,  there  is  the  deep  con- 
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cern  in  both  works  over  the  dangers  of  the  Canaanite  religion  and  specifi¬ 
cally  over  the  apostasy  of  many  Israelites  to  the  cult  of  Baal.  This  problem 
seems  to  have  been  particularly  acute  in  northern  Israel,  as  is  evidenced 
also  with  the  prophet  Elijah.  Second,  the  exodus  tradition  plays  a  major 
role  in  both  Hosea  and  Proto-Deuteronomy,  and,  in  spite  of  the  many 
objections  to  the  thesis,  the  house  of  Joseph  seems  to  have  had  a  special 
concern  for  preserving  that  tradition.  Third,  the  positive  evaluation  of  the 
wilderness  in  Deut  8,  which  seems  to  reflect  the  attitude  of  the  original  work 
over  against  the  negative  editorial  insertions,  is  attested  at  Hos  2:  14  f.34 
Though  the  patriarchal  covenant-promise— so  prominent  in  Proto-Deuter¬ 
onomy — is  entirely  lacking  in  Hosea,35  there  remains  evidence  which  points 
toward  the  possibility  of  a  common  home  for  Hosea  and  the  original  Deuter¬ 
onomy. 


DEUTERONOMY  AND  THE  ELOHIST 

Parallels  between  Proto-Deuteronomy  and  the  E  source  of  the  Tetrateuch 
have  fallen  into  linguistic  as  well  as  theological-ideological  categories.  Along 
the  linguistic  lines,  such  phrases  as  “the  Lord,  God  of  [our,  their,  your] 
fathers,”  “to  go  after  other  gods,”  “to  hearken  to  the  voice  of  the  Lord,” 
“to  walk  in  his  [God’s)]  ways,”  “that  the  Lord  may  bless  you,”  “to  do  that 
which  is  evil  [or  right,  good]  in  the  eyes  of  the  Lord,”  the  use  of  the  term 
“Amorite”  as  a  general  name  for  the  occupants  of  the  hill  country  of  Canaan, 
and  the  use  of  “Horeb”  as  the  name  for  Sinai— all  these  have  been  cited  as 
indicative  of  an  influence  of  E  on  Deuteronomy  or  of  a  common  northern 
background.36 

There  are  other  issues  of  an  ideological-theological  nature  which  are  in¬ 
teresting  to  compare.  In  the  E  source,  there  is  a  marked  emphasis  on  the 
distance  separating  God  from  man  and  from  the  world — a  distance  evidenced 
by  the  necessity  for  God  to  approach  men  through  the  mediation  of  angels/ 
messengers  (Gen  21:  17;  28:  12,  etc.)  or  through  select  individuals  (e.g.,  the 
role  of  Moses  in  Ex  20:  18-20).  This  notion,  that  God  does  not  walk  the 
earth  but  dwells  in  heaven,  is  attested  also  in  Deut  26:  15,  and  may  be  re¬ 
lated  to  the  “name  theology”  (to  be  discussed  below).  Moreover,  in  the  E 
source  is  the  common  reference  to  “fear  of  God”  or  “fearing  God,”  which 
appears  frequently  with  the  same  meaning  of  obedience  to  God’s  commands 
and  awe  in  his  presence  in  Deuteronomy.37  Also  the  notion  of  God  testing 
his  people  appears  both  in  the  Elohistic  passages  at  Gen  22:  1;  Ex  20:  2038 
as  well  as  in  Deut  8:  2,  16;  13:  4. 

In  addition  to  these  issues,  some  geography  is  worth  noting.  The  Elohistic 
source  is  well  known  to  be  particularly  interested  in  the  northern  sanctuaries 
of  Bethel  and  Shechem,  and  the  role  of  the  Shechem  area  in  Deuteronomy 


The  Home  of  Deuteronomy  Revisited 


303 


is  undeniable  from  the  mention  of  the  mountains  of  blessings  and  curses: 
Gerizim  and  Ebal,  respectively  (Deut  27).39 

Finally,  it  can  be  argued  that  the  Decalogue  of  Ex  20:  1-17  and  the  Book 
of  the  Covenant  (Ex  20:  22-23:  33),  both  of  which  are  often  assigned  to 
E,  must  surely  be  considered  in  the  question  of  Deuteronomy’s  origin,  for 
the  Decalogue  is  repeated  at  Deut  5:  6-18,  and  many  laws  in  Deut  12-26 
are  similar  to  or  modifications  of  many  regulations  in  the  Book  of  the 
Covenant.40 

Now  to  evaluate  these  comparisons  between  the  Elohist  and  Proto- 
Deuteronomy.  In  the  first  place,  the  linguistic  arguments  are  not  convincing 
in  every  case,  because  the  parallels  which  are  cited  could  be  used  to  demon¬ 
strate  any  number  of  relationships.  The  phrase  “to  hearken  to  the  voice 
of  the  Lord,”  which  is  common  in  Deuteronomy,  occurs  in  the  Tetrateuchal 
material  at  Ex  15:  26;  19:  5;  23:  21-22;  Num  14:  22.  While  Ex  19:  5  might 
be  E,  there  is  the  distinct  possibility  that  the  other  three  cases  are  Deuter- 
onomistic  inserts.  Apart  from  these  cases,  the  expression  occurs  only  in 
Judg  2:  20;  Ps  81:  12;  106:  25;  cf  also  Ps  103:  20.  The  reference  to  “going 
after  other  gods,”  which  occurs  five  times  in  Deuteronomy  (6:  14;  8:  19; 
11:  28;  13:  2;  28:  14),  appears  elsewhere  at  Judg  2:  12,  19;  1  Kings  11:  10; 
Jer  7:  6,  9;  11:  10;  13:  10;  16:  11;  25:  6;  35:  15.  Thus,  far  from  pointing 
to  E,  the  precise  phrase  seems,  rather,  to  demonstrate  a  relationship  with 
the  Deuteronomistic  historian  and  with  Jeremiah.41  “To  walk  in  his  ways,” 
attested  often  in  Deuteronomy  (8:  6;  10:  12;  11:  22;  19:  9;  26:  17;  28:  9; 
30:  16;  cf  also  5:  33;  13:  5,  6),  is  extremely  common  in  the  Deuteronomistic 
history  (Josh  22:  5;  1  Sam  8:  3,  5;  1  Kings  2:  3;  3:  14;  9:  4;  etc.),  but  the 
only  E  passage  which  can  be  compared  is  Ex  18:  20,  where  “the  way  in  which 
they  must  walk”  sounds  more  like  the  wisdom  way(s)  of  Ps  1 :  6;  Prov  2:  13, 
20;  cf  Prov  3:  23.  “To  do  that  which  is  evil  [or  right,  good]  in  the  eyes  of 
the  Lord,”  common  in  Deuteronomy  (4:  25;  9:  18;  12:  25;  13:  19;  17:  2) 
appears  in  the  Tetrateuch  only  at  Ex  15:  26,  which  is  probably  not  E. 
“That  the  Lord  may  bless  you,”  usually  introduced  in  Deuteronomy  either 
by  /m‘n  (14:  29;  23:  21;  24:  19)  or  by  ky  (14:  24;  15:  4,  10;  16:  15) 42  has 
no  precise  parallel.  References  to  the  Lord  blessing  “you”  of  course  appear 
at  Gen  28:  3;  49:  25;  Ex  20:  24;  23:  25  (the  third  of  which  is  E  if  the  Book 
of  the  Covenant  can  be  so  labeled),  but  it  is  doubtful  that  such  a  general 
statement  on  blessing  can  be  used  to  establish  a  relationship  with  Deuter¬ 
onomy.  The  use  of  the  term  “Amorites”  in  referring  to  the  occupants  of  the 
hill  country  of  Canaan  is  difficult  to  establish  as  a  characteristic  of  E,  since 
out  of  the  cited  cases  (Gen  15:  16;  Num  13:  29;  Josh  24:  8,  15,  18),  none 
can  be  assigned  with  certainty  to  E.  As  for  the  phrase  “the  Lord,  God  of 
.  .  .  fathers”  and  the  use  of  “Horeb”  as  the  mountain  of  God,  both  of  which 
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are  common  in  Deuteronomy,  there  can  be  no  question  as  to  their  attestation 
in  E.  However,  that  is  precious  little  evidence  to  demonstrate  a  relationship 
between  E  and  the  book  found  in  the  Jerusalem  Temple.  The  major  difficulty 
in  dealing  linguistically  with  this  relationship  is  that  in  both  works  there  is 
great  debate  on  what  constitutes  the  source. 

As  for  the  theological-ideological  comparisons  which  have  been  listed 
above,  it  is  interesting  to  note  that  the  transcendence  of  God  and  the  notions 
that  one  should  fear  God  and  that  God  tests  his  people  are  features  which 
one  might  expect  to  find  in  wisdom  literature.  In  fact,  that  God  dwells  in 
heaven  is  attested  at  Eccles  5:  2;  Job  16:  19;  22:  12;  25:  2;  31:  2,  and  for 
the  accompanying  notion  that  man  is  terrified  in  the  presence  of  this  holy 
God,  see  Job  23:  15  f;  42:  1-6.  The  use  of  “fear  of  God”  or  “fear  the  Lord” 
is  quite  common  of  course  in  wisdom  literature,  and  is,  in  fact,  nothing 
less  than  “the  beginning  of  wisdom”  (Prov  1:  7;  9:  10;  cf  also  10:  27;  14:  2; 
24:  21,  etc.).  That  God  tests  men  is  a  theme  in  wisdom  traditions  can  be 
seen  not  only  in  the  framework  of  the  book  of  Job  but  also  at  Eccles  3:  18; 
Prov  17:  3;  cf  also  Prov  16:  2;  21 :  2;  24:  12.43  It  may  be  then  that  these  sim¬ 
ilarities  between  E  and  Deuteronomy  are  to  be  explained  on  the  basis  of 
a  common  wisdom  influence,  but  this  judgment  does  not  deny  the  use  of 
E  to  argue  for  a  northern  origin  of  Deuteronomy.44 

The  comparison  of  the  law  codes  presents  some  problems  of  a  different 
nature.  First,  if  the  scope  of  Proto-Deuteronomy  accepted  in  this  study  is 
correct,  then  the  Decalogues  of  Ex  20  and  Deut  5  cannot  be  employed  in 
this  argument,  for  Deut  5  has  been  excluded  from  the  original  work.  Second, 
while  the  Elohistic  Book  of  the  Covenant  does,  indeed,  seem  to  serve  as  a 
basis  for  the  Code  of  Deuteronomy,  the  precise  relationship  between  the  two 
is  not  clear.45  Obviously  a  different  situation  had  caused  the  necessity  for 
writing  a  new  code,  but  that  different  setting  could  be  explained  as  geo¬ 
graphical  as  well  as  sociological  (especially  in  view  of  the  conflicts  in  regard 
to  the  existence  of  a  number  of  cultic  sites)  and  thus  could  point  to  a  southern 
situation.  The  comparisons  between  the  codes  demonstrates  only  that  the 
writer  of  Deuteronomy  had  knowledge  of  the  older  Covenant  code  from 
the  north. 

Thus,  with  E  as  with  Hosea,  there  are  a  number  of  difficulties  in  the  ar¬ 
guments  which  are  presented  to  show  a  relationship  with  the  original  Deuter¬ 
onomy.  While  the  linguistic  evidence  is  not  as  overwhelming  as  is  sometimes 
argued,  there  remain  some  cases  which  point  to  a  possible  common  setting 
for  E  and  Deuteronomy.  Much  more  important  and  clear,  it  seems  to  me, 
are  the  theological-ideological  features  which  are  common  in  the  two  works; 
even  if  wisdom  is  the  common  influence  on  these  matters,  nevertheless  a 
relationship  does  seem  to  exist  between  the  Elohistic  source  and  Proto- 
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Deuteronomy  which  may  be  explained  within  geographical  categories. 
There  remains  one  more  issue  to  be  discussed  before  leaving  Hosea  and  the 
Elohist. 


MOSES  THE  PROPHET  IN  HOSEA,  E,  AND  DEUTERONOMY 

The  emphasis  on  prophecy  and,  in  particular,  the  understanding  of  Moses 
as  a  prophet  have  been  argued  to  be  common  to  all  three  sources  and  thus 
reflective  of  a  common  background.  In  the  Elohistic  source,  the  enthusiasm 
for  prophets  and  prophecy  is  clear,  particularly  in  E’s  designation  of  Abra¬ 
ham  as  a  prophet  who  would  intercede  for  Abimelech  (Gen  20:  7)46  and  in 
the  repeated  address  by  God  followed  by  the  response  “Here  am  I”  (Gen 
22:  1,  11  in  reference  to  Abraham;  Ex  3:  6,  to  Moses),  which  seems  to 
reflect  a  prophetic  call  formula  (cf  Is  6: 8;  1  Sam  3:  4,  6).  Then  too,  in  Hosea, 
who  is  obviously  interested  in  prophecy,  Moses  is  specifically  called  a  nby' 
at  12:  14.  And  in  Deuteronomy  in  two  places — 18:  15-22  and  34:  10 — Moses 
is  regarded  as  the  prophet  par  excellence.  Moreover,  to  further  cement  the 
relationship,  the  role  of  prophetic  mediator  assigned  to  Moses  at  Deut  18: 
16-17  is  tied  up  directly  with  the  E  passage  at  Ex  20:  18  ff.  Thus,  it  is  clear 
that  in  all  three  sources,  Moses  is  regarded  as  a  prophet. 

What  is  questionable,  however,  is  whether  the  passages  in  Deuteronomy 
belong  to  the  original  book  or  are  due  to  the  work  of  the  later  editors.  No 
one  would  argue  for  the  originality  of  34:  10,  and  some  even  consider  it  to 
be  E.47  But  the  passage  at  18:  15-22  is  a  complicated  problem.  According 
to  some  scholars,  the  entire  piece  is  a  later  addition,  primarily  because  of 
the  exalted  role  of  Moses,  which  is  uncharacteristic  of  the  Code  of  Deuter¬ 
onomy,48  In  addition,  if  the  criteria  set  down  at  the  beginning  of  this  study 
are  valid,  then  the  passage — or  at  least  vss  16-18,  if  they  can  be  separated 
from  the  rest— is  not  original,  because  it  is  based  on  Sinai-Horeb  traditions 
which  have  been  excluded  from  Proto-Deuteronomy.  But  there  are  other 
problems49  with  the  originality  of  the  passage.  The  expressions  nby »  ... 
yqym  Ikyhwh  and  nby' .  .  .  » qym  Ihm  (vss  15  and  18)  betray  Deuteronomistic 
authorship,  for  heqim  is  used  in  the  same  way  in  this  history  in  reference  to 
judges  (Judg  2:  16,  18;  3:  9,  15),  a  priest  (1  Sam  2:  35),  and  a  king  (1  Kings 
14:  14;  cf  also  2  Sam  7:  12;  1  Kings  15:  4).  Also,  the  effectiveness  of  the 
Word  of  God  in  vs  22  is  characteristic  both  of  the  Deuteronomistic  historian 
and  of  Deutero-Isaiah,  who  is  roughly  a  contemporary  (cf  especially  Is  55). 
In  addition,  the  understanding  of  prophecy  applied  to  Moses  in  the  passage 
is  somewhat  different  from  the  prophetic  role  of  Moses  in  the  Elohistic 
source,50  and  may  reflect  a  later  period,  when  “there  has  been  time  to  re¬ 
flect  on  the  analogy  between  Moses  and  prophetism.”51 
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If  this  passage  is  omitted  from  the  original  work  along  with  34:  10,  there 
remains  only  one  place  in  Deuteronomy  where  prophets  or  prophecy  is 
mentioned:  13:  1-5.  Though  this  passage  too  may  be  a  later  addition,  with 
its  mixture  of  singular  and  plural  forms,  even  its  originality  in  the  book 
would  not  be  sufficient  to  argue  that  Proto-Deuteronomy,  though  apparently 
influenced  by  prophetic  preaching,  demonstrates  an  explicit  enthusiasm  for 
prophets.52  If  this  argumentation  is  legitimate,  then  there  is  weakened  not 
only  the  relationship  with  E  and  Hosea  but  also  the  theory  that  the  prove¬ 
nance  of  Proto-Deuteronomy  is  to  be  sought  in  northern  prophetic  circles.53 

AMPHICTYONIC  TRADITIONS 

The  book  of  Deuteronomy  is  said  to  contain  many  traditions  of  the  old 
sacral  confederacy — particularly  the  Sinai  covenant  and  the  Holy  War — 
and  in  this  way  to  reflect  northern  enthusiasm  for  the  amphictyony.  First, 
the  Sinai  covenant,  which  is  said  to  be  renewed  in  Deuteronomy.  Now 
according  to  the  scope  of  Proto-Deuteronomy  assumed  in  this  study,  Sinai/ 
Horeb  is  not  mentioned  explicitly;  rather,  the  covenant  in  this  book  is 
that  made  in  Moab.  Perhaps  Sinai/Horeb  is  not  even  implicit  in  the  original 
work.  Though  the  structure  of  Proto-Deuteronomy — even  as  it  is  under¬ 
stood  here — corresponds  to  the  suzerain-vassal  treaty  formula54  in  its  general 
outline,  one  cannot  assume  that  this  structure  points  to  Sinai.55 

In  fact,  the  more  one  studies  Ex  19-24,  the  heart  of  the  Sinai  theme, 
the  more  questionable  the  presence  of  the  covenant  formula  becomes. 
The  oldest  source,  J,  apparently  speaks  primarily  of  a  theophany-Ritual 
Decalogue  tradition  (Ex  19;  34:  11-26),  unless  one  can  show  that  19:  3-856 
and  24:  3-8  are  unquestionably  Yahwistic.  The  Decalogue  and  the  Book 
of  the  Covenant  are  probably  Elohistic,  but  that  the  latter  code  belonged 
originally  at  Ex  21-23  is  questionable.  The  Book  of  the  Covenant,  in  spite 
of  the  literary  connection  with  24: 7  (which  seems  to  be  secondary),  is  generally 
agreed  to  be  inserted  from  another  place.  Conjectures  on  the  place  from 
which  it  came  range  from  just  after  Josh  24  to  just  before  Deut  27:  2-8.57 
But  its  original  position  seems  not  to  have  been  at  Ex  21-23.  Now  when 
the  remaining  Elohistic  material  is  isolated,  there  remains  only  a  Decalogue 
which  is  preceded  by  a  terrifying  theophany  and  perhaps  followed  by  cov¬ 
enant-making  rite  (24:  1-2,  9-11).  Neither  combined  nor  separated  into 
sources,  do  J  and  E  portray  the  Sinai  tradition  along  the  lines  of  the  su¬ 
zerain-vassal  treaty.58 

However,  it  is  clear  that  the  formula  is  present  in  Proto-Deuteronomy, 
and  it  is  also  obvious  that  such  a  covenant  pattern  was  known  in  northern 
Israel:  at  Shechem  (Josh  24)  and  at  Gilgal  (1  Sam  12).  Therefore  it  can  be 
argued  that  the  amphictyonic  tradition  of  covenant  renewal  according  to  the 
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structure  of  the  suzerain-vassal  treaty  provides  the  basic  outline  of  Proto- 
Deuteronomy,  and  is  reflective  of  northern  interests.  These  interests,  how¬ 
ever,  are  probably  not  to  be  centered  in  the  Sinai  material.59 

Second,  northern  interest  in  amphictyonic  traditions  is  said  to  be  evident 
in  the  Holy  War  ideology,60  attested  in  Deuteronomy  at  7:  16-26;  9:  1-6; 
20:  1-10;  31:  3-8  (probably  the  first  two  and  parts  of  the  third  belong  to 
the  original  work).  It  is  clear  that  the  Holy  War  characteristics  are  present 
in  these  passages,  but  what  is  now  questionable  is  whether  the  Holy  War 
was,  indeed,  an  amphictyonic  phenomenon.  A  recent  study  by  R.  Smend61 
shows  that  the  Holy  War  was  not  a  concept  of  the  early  amphictyony  but 
an  event  which  led  to  national  status,  at  first  an  activity  of  certain  tribes 
and  only  later  of  the  confederation.  Smend  goes  on  to  demonstrate  that 
this  “War  of  Yahweh” — as  he  prefers  to  call  it,  since  he  does  not  consider 
it  cultic  primarily — was  the  contribution  and  concern  of  the  Rachel  tribes. 
If  this  reasoning  is  accurate  (and  there  is  much  to  commend  it),  then  one 
can  argue  for  a  northern  origin  for  Proto-Deuteronomy  on  the  basis  of  the 
fact  that  the  most  influential  tribes  of  the  north  were  the  primary  practi¬ 
tioners  of  the  Yahweh  War.  This  practice,  however,  should  probably  not 
be  labeled  amphictyonic. 

THE  COMPLEX  OF  CULT  CENTRALIZATION,  THE  NAME  CONCEPT,  AND 

DWELLING  THEOLOGY 

The  issues  of  the  centralization  of  the  cult62  at  the  chosen  place  where  Yahweh 
causes  his  name  to  dwell  are  the  most  complex  matters  with  which  to  deal 
in  this  question  concerning  the  home  of  Proto-Deuteronomy.  Space  does 
not  permit  a  detailed  summary  and  analysis  of  all  the  arguments  concerning 
these  issues,  but  such  a  study  would  be  incomplete  without  at  least  pointing 
to  some  of  the  difficulties  with  the  arguments. 

The  clause  “the  place  which  the  Lord  your  God  will  choose”  occurs  no 
less  than  twenty  times  in  the  book  of  Deuteronomy  (12:  5, 11, 14, 18,  21,  26; 
14:  23-25;  15:  20;  16:  2,  6  f,  11,  15  f;  17: 8;  26:  2;  31:  11),  only  one  of  which 
lies  outside  the  code.  The  arguments  for  the  origin  of  cult  centralization 
in  northern  Israel  generally  begin  with  the  notion  of  a  central  shrine  in  the 
amphictyonic  period,  for  the  sanctuaries  at  Bethel,  Gilgal,  Shiloh  (and 
Shechem?)  seem  to  have  contained  the  Ark  of  the  Covenant  and  would 
thus  qualify  as  cultic  centers.  These  northern  sanctuaries  might  then  have 
served  as  prototypes  for  the  centralization  theme  of  Deuteronomy,  and 
possibly  even  one  of  these  four  “places”  might  have  been  intended  in  Proto- 
Deuteronomy. 

In  nine  of  the  twenty  places  which  speak  of  the  chosen  place  in  Deuter¬ 
onomy,  there  is  added  the  notion  that  Yahweh  will  “cause  his  name  to  dwell 
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there”  (12:  5,  11,  14;  14:  23,  24;  16:  2,  6,  11;  26:  2).  There  are  two  issues 
involved  in  this  phrase:  name,  and  dwelling.  First,  the  name  of  Yahweh 
is  intimately  bound  up  with  the  cult  site.  What  is  unusual  about  this  name 
concept  in  Deuteronomy  is  that,  unlike  the  many  prior  references  to  Yah¬ 
weh’s  name  at  this  or  that  sanctuary  (Is  18:  7,  Ex  20:  24;  etc.)  or  otherwise 
identifying  Yahweh  with  his  name,  the  concept  here  seems  to  be  that  only 
Yahweh’s  name  dwells  in  the  chosen  place.  Yahweh  himself  lives  in  heaven 
(Deut  25:  19).  Thus,  it  seems  that,  in  contrast  to  the  general  Old  Testament 
usage,  where  the  name  is  the  person,  for  Deuteronomy,  the  name  is  Yahweh’s 
means  of  making  himself  available  to  his  people.63 

It  is  argued  that  this  understanding  of  Yahweh’s  presence  is  not  consistent 
with  Jerusalem  Temple  theology,  which  stressed  Yahweh’s  presence  as 
enthroned  on  the  Ark  of  the  Covenant.  Moreover,  where  the  Ark  does  occur 
in  the  book  of  Deuteronomy,  it  is  considered  to  be  a  mere  container  of  the 
law  (Deut  10:  1-9;  31:  9,  24-26).  But  it  is  well  known  that  in  the  Holy 
of  Holies  of  Solomon’s  Temple,  the  Ark  played  an  exalted  role  as  the  throne 
of  Yahweh.  Now  the  movement  by  David  of  the  Ark  from  the  north  (where 
it  was  housed  in  the  successive  central  sanctuaries)  to  Jerusalem  had  caused 
a  religious  vacuum  in  the  north.  To  compensate  for  this  after  the  disruption 
of  the  monarchy,  Israel’s  King  Jeroboam  took  drastic  measures.  At  the 
sanctuaries  of  Bethel  and  Dan,  he  established  the  golden  calves  (1  Kings 
12)  as  pedestals  for  Yahweh,  thus  providing  cultic  objects  comparable  to 
the  Ark  now  in  Jerusalem.64  This  much  of  the  situation  is  fairly  well  estab¬ 
lished.  But  at  this  point,  some  of  the  proponents  of  the  northern  theory 
of  Deuteronomy  develop  the  thesis  that  owing  to  prophetic  condemnation 
of  the  golden  calf  symbol  (cf  Hosea  8:  4b  ff),  there  developed  in  the  north 
the  name  theology  as  a  more  exalted  notion  of  explaining  Yahweh’s  presence 
apart  from  the  Ark.  This  idea  naturally  led  to  devaluing  the  Ark  as  the 
throne  of  the  abiding  presence.65 

Closely  related  to  the  name  theology  and  to  the  polemic  against  the  Ark 
as  the  abiding  presence  of  Yahweh  in  the  Jerusalem  Temple  is  the  notion 
that  Yahweh  “tabernacles”  or  “dwells”  (Skn)  or  allows  his  name  to  dwell 
at  the  central  sanctuary.  While  y§b  refers  to  continuing  presence,  and  is 
used  in  the  sense  of  enthronement  on  the  Ark,  §kn  points,  rather,  to  taking 
up  temporary  residence,  to  pitching  a  tent.  It  is  argued  that  the  miSkanjSkn 
“sanctuary”  theology,  though  used  mostly  by  the  Priestly  writer,  goes  back 
to  an  old  sacral  tradition  of  the  north.  At  1  Chron  16:  39;  21:  29,  the  sanctu¬ 
ary  at  the  northern  city  of  Gibeon  is  called  the  m§kn-yhwh  apparently  be¬ 
cause  it  contained  the  tent  of  meeting  (’ ohel  md'ed  *elohlm;  cf  2  Chron  1: 
3).  In  addition, the  sanctuary  at  the  northern  city  of  Shiloh  is  m§kn  (Ps  78: 
60),  and  the  ikn  name  theology  is  assigned  to  that  same  city  at  Jer  7:  12. 
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On  the  other  hand,  the  argument  continues,  the  Jerusalem  sanctuary  is 
called  a  m$kn  only  in  later  literature  (1  Chron  6:  33;  2  Chron  29:  6;  Ps  26: 
8;  74:  7),  and  so  the  $kn  theology,  though  present  also  at  1  Kings  6:  13;  8: 
12  f;  Is  8:  18,  in  connection  with  Jerusalem,  does  not  seem  to  have  caught 
on  in  the  south.  In  addition,  the  use  of  the  miSkan/Skn  theology  at  2  Sam 
7:  5  f  is  anti-Temple.66 

It  must  be  admitted  in  evaluating  these  arguments  in  this  difficult  com¬ 
plex  that  a  good  deal  of  logic  prevails.  However,  sound  textual  evidence 
is  simply  not  available  to  argue  these  points  conclusively.  It  is,  indeed,  true 
that  the  notion  of  a  central  (though  not  exclusive)  sanctuary  in  the  amphicty- 
onic  period  was  prevalent  in  the  north,  for  several  northern  cities  had  made 
that  claim  to  fame.  However,  it  is  clear  that  in  moving  the  Ark  to  Jerusalem, 
David  made  that  city  the  central  cult  site,  and  so  after  that  time  the  cen¬ 
tralization  theme  could  apply  to  Jerusalem  as  well  as  to — in  fact,  more  than 
— any  northern  city.  As  for  the  name  theology,  the  arguments  for  northern 
provenance  have  little  early  and  reliable  textual  support.  The  only  passage 
in  which  a  northern  city  is  said  to  have  possessed  the  “name”  is  Jer  7:  12, 
where  Shiloh  is  the  place  “where  I  made  my  name  dwell  at  first.”  That  a 
prophet  in  Jerusalem  at  the  end  of  the  seventh  century  b.c.  should  use  such 
an  idea  for  Shiloh  may  be  explained  on  grounds  other  than  preserving  an 
old  sacral  tradition.  We  shall  return  to  this  point. 

The  m$knj$kn  theology  has  more  to  commend  it.  There  is  evidence  con¬ 
cerning  the  m§kn  notion  both  at  Gibeon  and  at  Shiloh.  However,  while 
it  is,  indeed,  possible  that  these  texts  preserve  an  old  tradition,  it  must  be 
said  that  the  earliest  one  is  Jer  7:  12.  While  the  y&b  Ark  as  throne  concept 
prevailed  in  Jerusalem,  such  texts  as  Is  8:  18;  1  Kings  6:  13;  8:  13,  which 
connect  $kn  to  Jerusalem/Mount  Zion,  cannot  be  totally  ignored;  neither 
can  the  material  from  Chronicles  cited  above.67  Thus,  there  is  no  early  con¬ 
clusive  evidence  for  a  northern  origin  of  the  §kn  theology. 

A  larger  problem  than  the  attempt  to  show  that  the  place-name-i/cn  com¬ 
plex  is  northern  or  southern  in  Proto-Deuteronomy  is  the  question  as  to 
whether  all  the  elements  of  the  complex  belong  to  the  original  work.  With 
regard  to  the  name  theology,  several  questions  arise:  1)  Would  the  notion 
that  only  Yahweh’s  name  dwelt  at  the  Temple  have  been  useful  to  Josiah 
or  to  anyone  else  who  was  attempting  to  centralize  all  cultic  activity  at 
one  site?  One  would  think  that  to  extol  one  place  to  the  exclusion  of  others, 
the  theological  corrective  of  the  name  concept  would  have  been  detrimental 
to  Josiah  and  perhaps  removed  from  the  book.  2)  Is  the  concept  of  the 
Ark  as  a  law  container  the  development  of  or  simultaneous  with  the  name 
theology?68  The  only  places  in  the  book  of  Deuteronomy  which  mention  the 
Ark  (10:  1-9;  31:  9,  24-26)  are  generally  agreed  to  be  Deuteronomistic 
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supplements.  While  it  can  be  argued  that  the  Deuteronomistic  editor  could 
have  described  the  Ark  in  no  other  way  once  the  name  theology  stood  before 
him,  it  might  be  said  that  this  notion  militates  against  the  exalted  view  of 
the  Temple  necessary  for  the  Deuteronomist’s  criterion  for  judging  every 
king  of  Israel  and  Judah:  the  purification  of  the  cult  at  Jerusalem.  For 
such  a  criterion,  the  historian  needed  a  Temple  view  which  would  not  be 
devalued  simply  because  of  the  name  theology’s  presence  in  a  book  which 
had  been  handed  down  to  him. 

It  seems  to  the  present  writer  that  the  only  legitimate  reason  for  the 
Deuteronomist’s  use  of  the  name  theology  and  his  devalued  description  of 
the  Ark  is  the  historical  situation  which  he  addressed.  It  is  only  in  the  face 
of  the  destruction  of  the  Temple  in  586  b.c.  that  the  Deuteronomist  could 
have  spoken — in  fact,  needed  to  speak — of  the  Ark  no  longer  as  a  throne 
but  only  as  a  container  of  the  law.  And  it  was  in  light  of  such  a  situation 
that  he  spoke  of  the  Temple  as  the  place  where  only  Yahweh’s  name  dwelt.69 
Both  these  ideas  undercut  his  exalted  understanding  of  the  Temple,  but  his 
only  alternative  was  to  admit  that,  by  the  destruction  of  the  Temple,  God 
was  dead. 

As  for  the  mSknjSkn  theology,  it  does  seem  that  this  dwelling  concept 
could  have  been  present  in  the  north,  especially  since  the  tent  of  meeting 
seems  to  belong  to  the  northern  sanctuaries  at  Gibeon  and  at  Shiloh.  How¬ 
ever,  it  is  not  thereby  necessary  to  argue  that  the  northern  theology  in¬ 
filtrated  Proto-Deuteronomy  and  then  influenced  the  Deuteronomistic  ed¬ 
itor.  While  it  is  true  that  the  $kn  concept  was  used  by  the  historian,  it  does 
not  necessarily  follow  that  he  learned  of  it  through  Proto-Deuteronomy. 
At  1  Kings  8:  12  f,  27  ff,  and  6:  13  the  historian  employs  the  $kn  theology 
in  speaking  of  the  Temple  at  Jerusalem.  The  reason  for  this  usage  is  prob¬ 
ably  directly  related  to  the  historical  situation  in  which  he  found  himself. 
He  would  have  been  committing  theological  suicide  to  insist  on  a  y§b  theol¬ 
ogy,  for  if  Yahweh  were  tied  up  (i.e.,  permanently  enthroned)  to  a  particular 
place  which  had  been  destroyed,  then  Yahweh  was  no  more.  In  addition, 
even  if  the  Temple  had  been  standing  in  Jerusalem,  Yahweh’s  abiding  pre¬ 
sence  there  would  have  served  the  exiles  in  Babylon  no  use  at  all.  However, 
to  argue  that  Yahweh  only  tabernacled  ( §kn )  at  the  Temple  allowed  the  ex¬ 
iled  people  and  the  remnant  in  Judah  to  live  in  the  hope  that  the  God  who 
lives  in  heaven  will  again  pitch  his  tent  in  their  midst. 

There  are  two  pieces  of  evidence  in  particular  which  can  be  used  to  show 
that  the  name/i/rn  theological  complex  was  employed  in  connection  with 
the  destruction  of  the  Temple,  and  perhaps  was  initiated  because  of  that 
disaster.  First,  there  is  the  testimony  at  Ps  74:  2,  7.  The  community  lament 
over  the  destruction  of  the  Jerusalem  Temple  speaks  of  Mount  Zion  as  the 
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place  “where  thou  has  dwelt  (Skn)”  and  as  “the  dwelling  place  of  thy  name 
m§kn-§mk)”  It  is  precisely  this  exilic  theology  which  enables  the  people 
to  wait  in  hope  for  him  who  “is  my  king  from  of  old”  (vs  12)  and  who  will 
arise  to  plead  his  cause  (vs  22). 

Second,  there  is  the  passage  at  Jer  7: 1-15,  the  temple  speech  of  the  prophet. 
In  view  of  the  impending  disaster  which  Jeremiah  sees  coming  upon 
Jerusalem,  he  points  to  the  false  hope  in  the  inviolability  of  Jerusalem  and 
its  Temple,  and  he  calls  for  repentance.  Because  he  sees  the  probability  of 
the  destruction  of  the  city,  Jeremiah  employs  the  SAn/name  concepts  through¬ 
out  the  speech.  If  the  people  repent,  then  Yahweh  will  dwell  ($kn)  with 
them  “in  this  place”  (vss  3,  7).70  Moreover,  the  place  of  his  “name”  he  will 
destroy  just  as  he  destroyed  Shiloh,  “where  I  made  my  name  dwell  at  first.” 
The  sequence  in  this  argument  seems  to  be  1)  the  Temple  is  about  to  be 
destroyed;  2)  other  sanctuaries  were  destroyed;  3)  if  there  is  any  hope 
held  out,  then  not  Yahweh’s  abiding  presence  but  his  name  as  dwelling  in 
the  Temple  must  be  proclaimed;  4)  Yahweh  continued  after  Shiloh  was 
destroyed,  and  he  will  continue  even  when  Jerusalem  is  destroyed.  In 
other  words,  if  this  speech  is,  indeed,  Jeremiah’s  own,  then  it  seems  probable 
that,  rather  than  receiving  a  name/£An  tradition  from  Shiloh,  Jeremiah  was 
faced  with  expounding  a  presence  theology  which  would  suit  the  historical 
situation.  In  doing  so,  he  used  as  an  illustration  the  Shiloh  sanctuary, 
because  it  had  been  destroyed,  and  to  that  sanctuary  Jeremiah  attached 
the  concepts  necessary  for  his  argument.  If  the  passage  is  not,  in  its  final 
form,  Jeremianic  but  the  editorial  result  of  the  Deuteronomist,  then  it 
becomes  even  more  probable  that  the  name/£An  theology  was  imposed  on 
Shiloh  in  the  exilic  period  in  order  to  hold  out  hope  for  the  covenant  people 
of  that  time.  It  is  possible,  of  course,  to  argue  that  the  use  of  the  name/^An 
theology  at  Jer  7  and  at  Ps  74  does  not  point  to  its  origin  in  the  exilic  period. 
However,  the  only  texts  which  use  these  concepts  in  a  technical  way  come 
from  the  period  after  608  b.c.  (if  Jer  7  is  authentic  in  its  final  form)  or 
probably  after  the  destruction  of  the  Temple  in  586  b.c. 


Conclusion 

On  the  basis  of  some  of  the  arguments  which  have  been  offered  over  the  past 
several  decades,  it  is  probable  that  the  home  of  Proto-Deuteronomy,  or  at 
least  of  the  major  traditions  of  that  work,  lies  in  northern  Israel.  However, 
the  arguments  for  that  provenance  are  not  as  firm  or  as  extensive  as  has 
sometimes  been  supposed.  Of  the  points  of  contact  which  have  been  made 
with  the  prophet  Hosea,  those  which  seem  to  be  most  directly  related  and 
most  legitimate  in  arguing  for  a  northern  home  are  the  parallels  between 
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Deut  28:  68  and  Hos  7:  16;  8:  13;  9:  3;  11:  5,  in  which  it  is  said  that  God 
will  return  Israel  to  Egypt  because  of  her  unfaithfulness,  the  concern  about 
Canaanism,  and  the  common  interest  in  the  exodus  and  positive  wilderness 
traditions.  The  similarity  of  the  Elohistic  source  of  the  Tetrateuch  with 
Proto-Deuteronomy  can  be  maintained  on  the  basis  of  a  few  linguistic  paral¬ 
lels,  but  more  important  are  the  role  of  Shechem  and  the  theological  issues 
of  the  transcendence  of  God,  the  fear  of  God,  and  the  testing  of  the  people 
by  God.  It  is  probable  that  these  common  themes  are  due  to  the  influence 
of  wisdom  traditions  on  both,  rather  than  to  a  direct  influence  of  E  on  Deuter¬ 
onomy.  Even  the  comparison  of  Hosea,  E,  and  Deuteronomy  on  the  matter 
of  Moses  as  a  prophet  is  highly  debatable,  since  the  crucial  passage  at  Deut 
18:  15-22  seems  not  to  belong  to  Proto-Deuteronomy. 

On  the  matter  of  the  amphictyonic  traditions,  the  arguments  concerning 
the  Sinai  material  and  the  Holy  War  ideology  need  refinement  and  restate¬ 
ment  in  the  discussion  of  this  problem,  because  while  the  covenant  renewal 
pattern  is  evident  in  Proto-Deuteronomy,  in  Sinai  it  is  not,  and  that  Sinai 
is  at  all  present  in  the  original  work  is  doubtful;  and  while  the  Holy  War  or 
War  of  Yahweh  characteristics  are  attested  in  several  places,  this  institution 
is  not  an  amphictyonic  phenomenon.  In  any  case,  both  the  covenant  re¬ 
newal  pattern  and  the  Holy  War  point  to  the  north,  for  the  former  is  known 
to  have  been  used  at  Shechem  and  at  Gilgal,  and  the  latter  seems  to  be  a 
particular  concern  of  the  Rachel  tribes.  As  for  “the  place  which  the  Lord 
your  God  will  choose  to  make  his  name  dwell  there,”  there  is  little  evidence 
for  finding  a  home  for  the  name  theology  in  the  north,  and  the  chosen  place 
or  central  sanctuary  could,  indeed,  mean  Jerusalem,  according  to  the  tradi¬ 
tional  understanding.  While  there  exists  some  evidence  for  the  $kn  theology 
in  northern  sanctuaries,  the  presence  of  this  notion  in  the  book  of  Deuter¬ 
onomy  is  more  likely  to  be  explained  by  the  historical  situation  of  the 
Deuteronomistic  editor.  If  some  of  the  elements  of  this  sanctuary-name- 
Skn  complex  do,  indeed,  belong  to  the  original  work,  then  perhaps  a  solution 
along  the  lines  of  Nicholson’s  suggestion,  concerning  the  composition  of  the 
work  in  the  south  by  northerners  who  had  fled  south  and  who  saw  the  hope 
of  the  people  in  Jerusalem,  would  make  a  good  deal  of  sense. 
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1965),  pp.  231  f. 

6  M.  Noth,  V berlief erungsgesch ich 1 1 iche  Studien  1 2  (Tiibingen,  1957),  pp.  27-40. 

7  G.  von  Rad,  Deuteronomy ,  “The  Old  Testament  Library,”  trans.  Dorothea  Barton 
(Philadelphia,  1966),  pp.  Ilf.  Here  von  Rad  argues  for  the  scope  of  Deuteronomy  proper 
to  run  from  4:  44  to  30:  20.  In  another  place,  however  (“Deuteronomy,”  IDBt  I, 
pp.  831  ff),  von  Rad  seems  to  regard  the  introduction  as  beginning  with  ch.  6. 

8  E.  W.  Nicholson,  Deuteronomy  and  Tradition ,  pp.  18-36. 

9  Georg  Fohrer,  Introduction  to  the  Old  Teslamentt  trans.  David  E.  Green  (New  York, 
1968),  pp.  165-78. 

10  Hartmut  Gese,  “Bemerkungen  zur  Sinaitradition,”  ZAW  79  (1967),  137-54,  esp. 
pp. 149-54. 

11  Actually,  the  block  from  5:  1-6:  1  is  plural,  and  6:  2-3  is  singular.  However,  because 
of  the  introductory  word  lm*n  in  vs  2,  these  last  two  verses  cannot  be  separated  from  vs  1. 
Perhaps  the  singular  is  employed  in  6:  2-3  in  order  to  provide  a  transition  to  the  singu¬ 
lar  material  beginning  with  the  §m*  at  6:  4. 

12  Gese’s  conclusions  can  be  supported  by  another  piece  of  evidence.  A  study  of  the 
vocative  use  of  the  name  “Israel”  bears  some  interesting  results.  In  the  book  of  Deuter¬ 
onomy,  the  vocative  ysr'l  is  usually  accompanied  by  the  imperative  &ema\  but  there  is 
a  difference  in  usage  between  those  passages  which  are  Proto-Deuteronomy  and  those 
which  are  not.  In  the  passages  which  lie  outside  the  scope  of  Proto-Deuteronomy,  there 
is  always  a  direct  object  following  the  £*mac  (or  there  is  one  implied),  and  that  object  is 
statutes  and  ordinanccs/commandments:  4:  1;  5:  1;  6:  3.  In  contrast,  the  use  of  the  voc¬ 
ative  ysrU  (usually  preceded  by  Sml)  in  Proto-Deuteronomy  serves  to  introduce  an  im¬ 
portant  announcement: 

6:  4  Hear,  Israel:  the  Lord  our  God  is  one  Lord. 

9:  1  Hear,  Israel:  you  are  to  pass  over  the  Jordan  ...  to  dispossess  nations  great 
and  mightier  than  yourselves. 

27:  9  Hear,  Israel:  this  day  you  have  become  the  people  of  the  Lord  your  God. 

10:  12  And  now,  Israel:  what  does  the  Lord  require  of  you,  but  to  fear  the  Lord  your 
God.  ... 

Thus,  the  break  between  4:  1-6:  3  and  6:  4  ff  is  further  substantiated  by  this  stylistic 
device  employing  the  vocative  Israel  with  the  imperative 

13  While  throughout  this  study  I  make  some  sharp  contrasts  between  what  is  Proto- 
Deuteronomy  and  what  is  the  work  of  the  later  Deuteronomistic  editor,  I  do  not  mean 
to  imply  that  only  two  stages  of  development  explain  the  present  book.  The  Canonical 
Deuteronomy  surely  must  be  the  result  of  a  complicated  and  gradual  growth,  the  major 
editorial  expansions  occurring,  I  believe,  at  the  time  of  Josiah  and  in  the  exilic  period 
under  the  Deuteronomist  (or  perhaps  Deuteronomistic  school).  Only  in  certain  cases 
am  I  willing  to  designate  one  or  the  other  of  these  revisions  /  expansions.  The  task  of  this 
study  has  to  do  only  with  what  was  or  was  not  original,  for  that  question  is  vital  to  the 
question  of  provenance. 

14  A.  C.  Welch,  The  Code  of  Deuteronomy:  A  New  Theory  of  Its  Origin  (London,  1924), 
who  argues  that  only  the  code  is  original;  W.  F.  Albright,  FSAC2  (1946),  p.  241;  A. 
Alt,  “Die  Heimat  des  Deuteronomiums, ”  Kleine  Schriften  II  (1953),  250-75;  G.  Fohrer, 
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Introduction  .  .  .,  pp.  174  f;  G.  E.  Wright,  Deuteronomy ,  pp.  311-30;  F.  Dumermuth, 
“Zur  deuteronomischen  Kulttheologie  und  ihre  Voraussetzungen,”  ZAW  70  (1958)  59- 
98;  H.  Ringgren,  Israelite  Religion ,  trans.  David  E.  Green  (Philadelphia,  1966),  pp.  165  f. 

15  G.  von  Rad,  Studies  in  Deuteronomy ,  p.  68. 

16  E.  Nicholson,  Deuteronomy  and  Tradition. 

17  Hans  Walter  Wolff,  “Dodekapropheton  I:  Hosea,”  BKAT  14  (1961),  48  and  294 
(forgetting  Yahweh),  273  (contra  alliances),  176  f  ( tordh ),  125  (chastiser),  162  f  (redemp¬ 
tion),  20g  (true  prophet),  33  (brotherhood),  225  ( massebah ),  and  44  (grain,  wine,  and  oil). 

18  The  father-son  relationship  does,  indeed,  appear  at  Deut  8:  5;  14: 1,  but  is  not  attested 
in  these  passages.  At  14:  1  f,  there  is  a  direct  relationship  between  the  concept  of  Israel 
as  “sons  of  the  Lord  your  God”  (vs  1)  and  the  election  formula  (vs  2).  This  formula  of 
vs  2  is  identical  to  7:  6,  where  there  immediately  follows  in  vss  7-8  the  use  of  Vifcas  Yah- 
weh's  sole  motive  for  choosing  Israel.  One  might  argue  therefore  that  the  son  relationship 
of  14:  1  f  plays  the  same  role  as  the  love  motive  in  7:  6  ff.  However,  it  seems  to  the  pres¬ 
ent  writer  that  the  Deuteronomistic  editor  is  responsible  for  this  “sons  of  the  Lord  your 
God”  motif  (a  plural  verse)  and  perhaps  also  for  repeating  the  formula  from  7:  6.  If 
this  is  correct,  then  14:  1  f.  cannot  be  employed  against  the  judgment  that  there  is  no 
father-son  love  in  Proto- Deuteronomy. 

19  This  understanding  of  love  in  Deuteronomy  has  been  shown  by  William  Moran, 
CBQ  25  (1963)  77-87,  to  have  its  background  in  the  Amarna  correspondence,  where 
ra'amu  (the  semantic  equivalent  of  *hb)  is  employed:  1)  in  international  treaties  to  denote 
friendship  among  independent  and  equal  rulers  (EA  27:  72-73);  2)  in  faithful  relationships 
between  a  sovereign  and  a  vassal  (EA  123:  23;  53:  40-44);  and  3)  in  the  service  of  a  servant 
to  his  king  (EA  83:  51;  137:  47).  This  love  is  defined  in  terms  of  obedience,  loyalty,  and 
service,  and  thus  is  parallel  to  that  in  Deuteronomy. 

20  G.  von  Rad,  Deuteronomy,  p.  119;  Galling,  “Das  Konigsgesetz  in  Deuteronomium,” 
TLZ  76  (1951),  col.  138;  E.  Nicholson,  Deuteronomy  and  Tradition ,  p.  93;  A.  Alt,  “Die 
Heimat  des  Deuteronomiums,”  p.  264,  n.  3. 

21  For  comparisons  between  1  Sam  8  and  Deut  17:  14-20,  see  R.  de  Vaux,  Ancient 
Israel :  Its  Life  and  Institutions ,  trans.  John  McHugh  (New  York,  1961),  pp.  98  f.  Also 
see  E.  Nicholson,  Deuteronomy  and  Tradition ,  pp.  49  f.  However,  Galling  argues  that 
since  1  Sam  8  is  anti-monarchy  per  se  while  Deut  17  is  not,  the  comparison  is  not  helpful. 

22  A.  Alt,  “Die  Heimat  des  Deuteronomiums,”  pp.  263  ff;  E.  Nicholson,  Deuteronomy 
and  Tradition ,  p.  69;  A.  C.  Welch,  The  Code  of  Deuteronomy ,  pp.  117-32. 

23  A.  Alt,  “Die  Heimat  des  Deuteronomiums,”  p.  265;  K.  Galling,  TLZ  76  (1951), 
col.  135;  G.  von  Rad,  Deuteronomy ,  p.  119. 

24  K.  Galling,  TLZ  76  (1951),  col.  135.  Noth  suggests  the  possibility  that  the  law  has 
in  mind  the  case  of  Omri,  whose  name  is  closely  related  to  Arabic  roots  (The  History  of 
Israel 2,  New  York,  1960,  p.  230,  n.  1). 

25  I<.  Galling,  TLZ  76  (1951),  cols.  135  ff. 

26  E.  Nicholson,  Deuteronomy  and  Tradition ,  pp.  80  f,  105;  A.  Alt,  “Die  Heimat  des 
Deuteronomiums,”  pp.  263-68. 

27  Alt  (p.  264.  n.  2)  believes  that  1  Sam  8:  5  is  a  Deuteronomistic  narrative  dependent 
upon  Deut  17:  14.  However,  the  linguistic  evidence  above  points  to  Deuteronomistic 
authorship  of  both  passages. 

28  Elsewhere  in  the  OT,  “nations  (gwym)  which  are  round  about”  occurs  at  Lev  25: 
44;  Ezek  5:  7;  11:  12  (cf  also  36:  36);  Neh  5:  17;  6:  16.  The  dating  of  these  passages  may 
be  significant  for  understanding  the  verse  at  Deut  17:  14  as  Deuteronomistic  rather  than 
as  belonging  to  Proto-Deuteronomy. 
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29  Even  if  the  passive  rendering  of  this  acclamation  (so  LXX)  is  correct,  the  initiative 
is  nevertheless  Yahweh’s. 

30  But  see  note  24. 

31  Though  miqqereb  is  particularly  common  throughout  Deuteronomy,  miqqereb 
* aheyka  is  quite  similar  to  Deut  18:  15,  18,  which  may  be  a  supplement  to  the  original 
work. 

32  In  addition  to  the  similarities  at  vs  14,  cf  vs  20  with  the  later  material  at  30:  17  f. 

33  One  more  point  in  particular  is  of  interest.  In  connection  with  the  prohibition  against 
multiplying  horses  or  causing  the  people  to  return  to  Egypt  (as  slaves?  mercenaries?) 
in  order  to  multiply  horses  (Deut  17:  16),  there  appears  the  statement  that  Yahweh  prom¬ 
ised  they  “shall  never  return  that  way  again.”  Since  the  only  other  reference  to  such 
a  promise  occurs  at  Deut  28:  68,  which  seems  to  belong  to  the  original  book,  it  might  be 
argued  that  this  verse  (and  thus  the  whole  law)  is  also  original.  However,  the  motive 
clause  (the  promise)  at  17:  16b  is  plural  in  the  midst  of  an  otherwise  singular  passage; 
moreover,  it  is  not  clear  that  this  motive  is  consistent  with  the  stipulation.  For  these 
reasons,  it  has  been  excluded  from  its  immediate  surroundings  by  Welch,  who  otherwise 
regards  the  law  as  original.  The  entire  law  is  regarded  as  a  supplement  by  G.  Fohrer, 
Introduction  to  the  Old  Testament ,  pp.  170,  172. 

34  If  George  Coats  is  correct  (Rebellion  in  the  Wildernesst  Nashville,  1968)  that  the  mur¬ 
muring  motif  of  the  wilderness  tradition  is  a  Judean  polemic  against  the  Northern  King¬ 
dom,  then  the  positive  wilderness  experience  might  indeed  be  the  North’s  expression  of 
that  period.  There  are  some  problems  with  Coats’  arguments,  however,  particularly  in 
his  rejection  of  Ex  14:  11  f  and  17:  3  as  E  (i.e.,  the  northern  source),  for  on  the  basis  of 
Num  21:  4-9,  such  an  unfavorable  or  negative  experience  does  seem  to  be  present  in  E. 

35  While  Hosea  does  mention  some  of  the  peripheral  traditions  about  Jacob  (12:  2-6, 
12),  the  theological  motifs  of  the  patriarchal  covenant  and  election  are  not  present.  This 
fact  may  of  course  be  purely  accidental. 

36  G.  E.  Wright,  IB ,  II,  pp.  318  ff.  Wright  himself  questions  whether  some  of  the  pas¬ 
sages  cited  in  the  list  taken  from  Driver  ( Deuteronomy ,  ICC,  pp.  Ixxviii-lxxxiv)  are  really 
E.  However,  some  of  those  which  he  adds  to  the  list  (p.  320,  n.  28),  such  as  the  “hornet” 
(Deut  7:  22:  Ex  23:  28;  Josh  24:  12)  and  the  reason  why  some  Canaanites  were  left  in  the 
land  (Deut  7:  22;  Ex  23:  29-30),  are  probably  D  rather  than  E. 

37  In  E,  cf  Gen  20:  11;  22:  12;  Ex  1:  17,  21;  3:  6;  18:  21,  etc.;  in  Deut,  cf  4:  10;  5:  29; 
6:  2,  13,  24;  8:  6;  10:  12,  20;  28:  58;  31:  12  f. 

38  It  is  possible  that  Ex  15:  25b  is  Elohistic,  but  the  testing  by  Yahweh  at  16:  4  seems 
to  be  J. 

39  Deut  11:  29-30  locates  the  mountains  as  opposite  Gilgal  near  Jericho,  but  this  sup¬ 
plementary  material  is  obscure,  to  say  the  least. 

40  It  must  be  admitted  that  the  argument  as  stated  here  is  a  bit  more  pointed  than  is 
usually  found,  but  the  implications  of  various  statements  would  lead  logically  to  this 
kind  of  argument.  Cf  A.  Weiser,  The  Old  Testament:  Its  Formation  and  Development 
(New  York,  1961),  pp.  119-25, 127, 130  ff.  For  the  impressive  list  of  comparisons  between 
the  Book  of  the  Covenant  and  the  Code  of  Deuteronomy,  see  G.  von  Rad,  Deuteronomy  13. 

41  To  be  sure,  the  concern  for  worshiping  and  serving  other  gods  appears  in  the  ethical 
as  well  as  the  ritual  decalogues  (Ex  20:  3;  34:  14),  but  this  concern,  common  in  Deut 
(7:  4;  11:  16;  13:  6,  13,  etc.),  occurs  very  frequently  in  the  Deuteronomistic  history  and 
in  Jeremiah  (Josh  23:  16;  24:  2,  16;  Judg  2:  17;  10:  13;  1  Sam  8:  8;  1  Kings  9:  9;  11:  4; 
2  Kings  5:  17;  17:  7,  35,  38;  22:  17;  Jer  1:  6;  6:  12;  7:  18;  16:  13;  19:  4,  13;  22:  9;  44:  3,  5). 

42  Also  appears  without  Im'n  and  ky  at  Deut  1:  11;  7:  13;  30:  16. 


316 


Foster  R .  McCurley ,  Jr. 


43  Von  Rad  suggests  that  this  idea  may  be  derived  from  the  Egyptian  concept  of  the 
judgment  of  the  dead,  whose  hearts  are  weighed  in  the  balance  by  the  god  Thot;  see  Old 
Testament  Theology ,  I,  trans.  D.  M.  G.  Stalker  (New  York,  1962),  pp.  437  f,  esp.,  notes 
41,  42. 

44  For  wisdom  features  throughout  the  book  of  Deuteronomy,  see  the  works  by  M. 
Weinfeld  cited  in  note  4. 

45  Cf.  O.  Eissfeldt,  The  Old  Testament :  An  Introduction ,  pp.  220-23;  A.  Weiser,  The 
Old  Testament:  Its  Formation  and  Development ,  pp.  130  f;  G.  von  Rad,  Deuteronomy , 
pp.  13  ff. 

46  It  is  of  particular  importance  to  note  that  in  the  parallel  Yahwistic  stories  at  Gen 
12:  10-20  and  Gen  26,  there  is  no  mention  of  Abraham  or  Isaac  as  prophets.  Thus,  the 
Elohist's  particular  interests  stand  out  even  more  sharply  by  contrast.  However,  some 
E  passages  often  cited  to  demonstrate  Moses  as  supreme  prophet  (Ex  4:  16;  33:  11;  Num 
11:  24-30;  12:  1-8)  either  fail  to  use  nbyy  for  Moses  or  contrast  him  with  nby'ym. 

47  Cf.  A  Weiser,  The  Old  Testament:  Its  Formation  and  Development ,  pp.  113  f;  G.  von 
Rad,  Old  Testament  Theology ,  I  p.  293. 

48  O.  Eissfeldt,  The  Old  Testament:  An  Introduction ,  p.  225;  G.  Fohrer,  Introduction 
to  the  Old  Testament ,  p.  171. 

49  In  spite  of  the  offices  forbidden  in  the  previous  passage  (vss9-14),  the  present  "law” 
which  establishes  the  legitimate  office  for  Israel  (if,  indeed,  it  is  an  office  rather  than  a 
“Moses  to  come”)  is  probably  not  integral  to  what  precedes  (contra  von  Rad,  Deuter¬ 
onomy,  pp.  122  ff).  Elsewhere  in  Deuteronomy,  abomination  laws  never  include  an 
antithesis  to  what  is  considered  abominable  (cf  16:  21-17:  1;  22:  5;  23:  18;  25:  13-16). 

50  See  von  Rad,  Old  Testament  Theology ,  I,  pp.  292-95. 

51  Walther  Eichrodt,  Theology  of  the  Old  Testament ,  I,  trans.  J.  A.  Baker  (Philadelphia, 
1961),  p.  290. 

52  The  Deuteronomistic  history,  on  the  other  hand,  abounds  in  the  use  of  nby\ especially 
in  the  books  of  Kings.  It  may  be  his  interest  which  caused  the  inclusion  of  Deut  18: 
15-22  (and  13:  1-5?). 

53  In  particular,  E.  Nicholson,  Deuteronomy  and  Tradition. 

54  See  the  works  of  George  Mendenhall:  Law  and  Covenant  in  Israel  and  the  Ancient 
Sear  East  (Pittsburgh,  1955);  “Covenant,”  IDB ,  I,  p.  714-23.  Also  cf  K.  Baltzer, 
The  Covenant  Formulary  (Philadelphia,  1970). 

55  For  a  detailed  rejection  of  the  formula  from  the  Sinai  tradition,  see  D.  J.  McCarthy, 
Treaty  and  Covenant  (Rome,  1963). 

56  Ex  19:  3-8  has  more  characteristics  of  E  than  of  J.,  although  some  scholars  (e.g., 
Fohrer,  Introduction  to  the  Old  Testament ,  p.  189)  refuse  to  identify  it  with  any  source. 
Even  if  it  is  E,  however,  the  precise  relationship  of  the  passage  (which  does  seem  to  follow 
the  covenant  formula)  to  Sinai  can  be  determined  only  by  its  present  context. 

57  For  a  discussion  on  these  suggestions,  see  A.  Weiser,  The  Old  Testament :  Its  Forma¬ 
tion  and  Development,  pp.  121  f.  Note  that  if  the  original  context  is  either  Josh  24  or 
Deut  27,  the  place  involved  is  Shechem. 

58  The  work  by  W.  Beyerlin,  Origins  and  History  of  the  Oldest  Sinai  tic  Traditions , 
trans.  S.  Rudman  (Oxford,  1965),  does  not  really  solve  the  problem. 

59  If  Gese  is  correct  that  the  positive  wilderness  tradition  ( Fundtradition )  of  Deuter¬ 
onomy  (as  well  as  of  Hosea  and  Jeremiah)  is  a  reinterpretation  of  the  Sinai  tradition  be¬ 
cause  of  the  formal — i.e.,  narrative — association  of  the  exodus  and  Sinai  traditions  in  the 
monarchical  period,  then  of  course  Sinai/Horeb  traditions  are  implicitly  present  in  Proto- 
Deuteronomy.  That  such  a  reinterpretation  is  probably  northern  can  be  seen  in  the  tradi- 
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tions  concerning  Elijah  (1  Kings  18  and  especially  19)  and  in  the  preaching  of  Hosea 
(H.  Gese,  ‘‘Bemerkungen  zur  Sinaitradition”). 

60  See  G,  von  Rad,  Der  Heilige  Krieg  im  alien  Israel  (Gottingen,  1958);  also  in  outline 
form  in  Studies  in  Deuteronomy ,  pp.  45-59. 

61  Now  translated  as  Y ahweh  War  and  Tribal  Confederation ,  trans.  from  2d  ed.  by 
Max  Gray  Rogers  (New  York,  1970). 

62  For  a  concise  interpretation  of  the  theology  of  the  cult  in  the  book  of  Deuteronomy, 
see  Jacob  M.  Myers,  “The  Requisites  for  Response:  On  the  Theology  of  Deuteronomy,” 
Interp  15  (1961),  14-31,  esp.  19-24.  The  author  provides  also  sections  on  Deuteronomy’s 
theology  of  history  and  of  faith  and  life,  all  of  which  “Converge  at  one  point  with  several 
facets — one  God,  one  holy  people,  one  cult  place,  one  prophet — that  is,  the  Covenant 
community  and  its  several  components”  (p.  31). 

83  For  the  clearest  description  of  this  name  theology  in  Deuteronomy,  see  G.  von  Rad, 
Studies  in  Deuteronomy ,  pp.  37-44.  Also  see  W.  Eichrodt,  Theology  of  the  Old  Testament , 
II,  trans.  J.  A.  Baker  (Philadelphia,  1967),  pp.  41  f. 

64  See  W.  F.  Albright,  FSAC 2,  pp.  229  f;  also  W.  Eichrodt,  Theology  of  the  Old  Testa¬ 
ment,  I,  p.  117. 

65  Fritz  Dumermuth,  “Zur  deuteronomischen  Kulttheologie  und  ihre  Voraussetzungen,” 
ZAW  70  (1958),  59-98,  esp.  70  ff;  E.  Nicholson,  Deuteronomy  and  Tradition,  pp.  72  f. 

66  This  paragraph  attempts  in  an  oversimplified  way  to  summarize  the  gist  of  Dumer¬ 
muth  (see  previous  note). 

67  In  fact,  along  the  traditional  lines  concerning  Jerusalem,  one  can  raise  quite  sound 
arguments  for  a  southern  theory  on  the  basis  of  the  intertwining  of  centralization  and 
chosen  place.  Jerusalem  was  the  only  city  in  which  actual  reform  movements  were  carried 
out  in  order  to  centralize  worship  at  one  place  exclusively  (under  Hezekiah  and  Josiah 
in  particular),  and  that  actuality  must  speak  strongly  to  the  question  at  issue.  The  views 
on  the  precise  motive  for  the  centralization  of  worship  at  Jerusalem  have  ranged  from 
economic  factors  (A.  Bentzen,  Die  josianische  Reform  und  ihre  Voraussetzungen,  1926) 
to  theological  ones  (the  deliverance  of  Jerusalem  from  the  siege  of  Jerusalem;  see  V. 
Maag,  “Erwagungen  zur  deuteronomistischen  Kultzentralization,”  VT  6  [1956],  10  ff.) 
Moreover,  Jerusalem  as  the  elected  place  has  been  argued  on  the  basis  of  the  election  of 
David  as  king;  see  H.  J.  Kraus,  Worship  in  Israel,  tran.  Geoffrey  Buswell  (Richmond, 
1966),  pp.  179-83.  While  Jerusalem  is  mentioned  specifically  in  the  Deuteronomistic 
history  as  the  place  where  Yahweh  caused  his  name  to  dwell,  the  lack  of  the  name  in  Deu¬ 
teronomy  may  be  due  simply  to  the  fact  that  the  work  is  supposed  to  be  the  speech 
of  Moses  in  the  plains  of  Moab.  It  would  have  been  anachronistic  to  mention  the  city 
by  name  at  this  point. 

88  This  question  has  nothing  to  do  with  the  ultimate  origin  of  the  Ark  and  its  first  signi¬ 
ficance  either  as  a  throne  (Num  10:  35  f;  1  Sam  4:  4,  5-9,  etc.)  or  as  a  container  ( >ardn  = 
Akk  aranu  and  common  Semitic  meaning  “chest”). 

69  It  is  important,  in  this  question  of  the  origin  of  the  name  theology,  to  note  that  the 
clearest  and  most  comprehensive  statement  of  the  concept — and  thus  perhaps  its  source — 
occurs  in  the  Deuteronomistic  history  at  1  Kings  8:  27-30.  In  fact,  I  wonder  if  the  “new” 
understanding  of  the  name  in  Deuteronomy  would  have  occurred  to  anyone  without  this 
Deuteronomistic  explanation. 

70  The  reading  of  Lhe  Vulgate,  “I  will  dwell  with  you”  (Heb  we*e§kenah  * ittekem ),  is  to 
be  preferred  over  the  Masoretic  “I  will  make  you  dwell”  ( ivaiaSakkenah  >etkem). 


George  E.  Mendenhall 
The  University  of  Michigan 


The  Shady  Side  of  Wisdom: 

The  Date  and  Purpose  of  Genesis  3 


Wisdom,  it  would  seem,  is  as  inevitable  to  human  civilization 
as  death  and  taxes.  Yet  what  it  was  in  ancient  cultures  that  was  termed 
“wisdom”  has  been  grossly  obscured  by  modern  scholarly  concerns  with 
literary  “forms,”  on  the  one  hand,  and  by  romantic  confusion  of  highly 
specialized  social  functions  with  the  rich  legacy  of  quaint  folk  proverbs  in 
which  every  simple  culture  abounds.1  Paul  Volz  pointed  out  decades  ago 
that  there  is  a  world  of  difference  between  the  lowly  folk  proverb  and  the 
highly  sophisticated  literary  productions  that  we  call  “wisdom  literature,”2 
but  the  difference  in  social  milieu  and  social  function  seems  largely  to  have 
escaped  modern  scholarship.  The  unhistorical  or  even  antihistorical  bias 
of  biblical  and  theological  disciplines  has  resulted  in  an  increasingly  sterile 
mass  of  irrelevant  verbiage  about  “form  criticism”  but  little  insight  into  the 
meaning  and  substance  of  biblical  narratives  and  literature.  The  constant 
concern  for  the  “exegesis”  of  biblical  texts  for  modern  homiletical  or  theo¬ 
logical  purposes  has  resulted  in  a  systematic  process  of  taking  texts  out  of 
their  own  historical  and  cultural  context — and  therefore  to  a  large  extent 
a  systematic  misrepresentation  of  the  Bible  that  has  come  home  to  roost 
in  the  contemporary  rejection  of  it  by  all  sorts  of  movements,  from  Women’s 
Lib  to  radical  theologians,  and  its  reduction  to  mere  political  propaganda 
by  various  secular  political  ambitions. 

Perhaps  there  is  no  more  dramatic  example  of  the  millennia-long  distor¬ 
tion  and  exploitation  of  biblical  narrative  than  the  brief  and  simple  narrative 
of  Genesis  3.  It  has  reemerged  into  prominence  in  the  news  media  as  a  favor¬ 
ite  target  of  Women’s  Lib  and  other  such  movements.  One  article  on  the 
subject  quotes  a  poem  of  Archibald  MacLeish: 
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The  Fall !  she  said — 
From  earth  to  God  !3 


George  E.  Mendenhall 


The  narrative  has  quite  a  different  thrust  when  it  is  seen  within  the  perspec¬ 
tive  of  the  cultural  and  intellectual  history  out  of  which  it  emerged.  The 
problem  of  recovering  that  cultural  and  intellectual  history  is  not  an  easy 
one  by  any  means,  and  it  cannot  be  done  at  all  by  treating  merely  one  pas¬ 
sage  or  literary  unit  of  the  Bible  in  isolation.  The  present  treatment  of 
Genesis  3  is,  then,  merely  one  episode  of  a  much  broader  and  long-continued 
concern  for  the  whole  problem  of  ancient  Israelite  faith,  its  origins  and  its 
history,  in  the  context  of  the  history  of  ancient  civilization  in  general. 
At  the  same  time.  Genesis  3  is  an  important  element  in  that  intellectual 
history  of  biblical  times,  and  to  argue,  as  do  some  theologians,  that  such 
a  treatment  of  biblical  texts  “loses  them  in  ancient  cultural  history”4  is 
quite  the  opposite  to  the  truth.  It  is  only  by  such  means  that  the  Bible 
becomes  anything  more  than  merely  a  mirror  or  a  ground  of  authority  for 
the  arbitrary  power  or  prestige  structures  of  contemporary  man,  who  is 
and  was  absolutely  irrelevant  to  the  ancient  writer  or  writers.  To  deal  with 
the  Bible  as  though  the  real  world  in  which  its  writers  lived  was  completely 
irrelevant  is  just  as  absurd  as  the  position  that  the  real  world  of  the  present 
is  completely  irrelevant  to  the  Christian  faith.  Actually,  the  ancient  and 
the  modern  problem  are  much  the  same — just  what  is  the  connection  between 
faith  in  God  and  the  course  of  human  experience  ?  On  this,  Genesis  3  had 
much  to  say,  until  the  substance  was  lost  in  the  forest  of  theological  battles 
over  issues  that  were  originally  entirely  alien  to  the  author’s  intention. 

The  thesis  to  be  presented  here  is  nearly  as  simple  as  the  story  itself — 
namely,  that  the  apparently  naive  and  childlike  story  is  actually  a  work  of 
utmost  artistry  and  sophistication  that  stems  from  the  “wisdom”  tradition 
of  ancient  Israel.  It  is  a  mashal:  an  “analogy”  or,  better  yet,  a  “parable” 
that  was  told  to  convey  a  point,  one  that  could  hardly  be  communicated 
in  any  other  way  with  such  pathos  and  sympathy.  It  is  a  sad  comment  on 
modern  civilization  that  it  has  become  merely  a  favorite  subject  for  cartoon¬ 
ists,  Women’s  Libbers,  and  Sunday  school  lessons  for  very  young  children. 
The  narrative  does  not  belong  to  the  J  document  to  which  it  is  universally 
assigned  by  the  literary  critics  (except  Winnett  [JBLt  1965,  pp.  1-19], 
who  has  also  seen  that  the  story  cannot  be  tenth-ninth  century),  but  is  a 
part  of  that  enormous  ferment  of  thought  and  creativity  that  followed  the 
destruction  of  the  Temple  and  State  in  587  b.c.  Like  the  book  of  Job, 
which  it  closely  resembles  in  ways  to  be  pointed  out  below,  it  stems  from  a 
wisdom  tradition  that  had  been  chastened  by  calamity  and  that  was  forced 
to  the  conclusion  that  the  old  religious  tradition  was,  after  all,  in  the  right. 
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It  represents  an  astoundingly  creative  transformation  of  what  probably 
were  very  old  traditions,  and  therefore  offers  an  engaging  illustration  of  the 
fact  that  tradition  need  not  be  merely  the  rust  on  the  bolt  of  civilization 
or  religion  that  makes  it  impossible  to  remove  the  nuts.  On  the  contrary, 
it  may  well  be  a  source  of  understanding  and  inspiration  that  is  otherwise 
unrepresented  in  any  contemporary  society  and  culture. 

The  problem  of  interpreting  the  original  intention  of  the  narrative  falls 
thus  into  three  distinct  categories  plus  a  final  one  of  attempting  to  restate 
in  modern  thought  patterns  what  the  original  author  intended  to  say. 
It  has  been  a  rather  curious  experience  to  find  that  an  attempt  to  under¬ 
stand  what  the  narrator  intended  to  communicate  turned  out  to  be  insepa¬ 
rable  from  an  understanding  of  the  course  of  late  pre-exilic  cultural  history, 
and  both,  in  turn,  led  to  a  new  concept  of  narrative  forms.5 

The  problems  to  be  dealt  with  are:  1)  the  social  function  of  the  wisdom 
tradition,  and  its  connection  with  Genesis  3;  2)  the  mashal  as  a  thought 
pattern  of  antiquity  into  which  category  our  narrative  falls;  3)  evidence 
for  the  late  date  of  the  narrative — over  against  the  general  consensus  that 
it  is  a  J  document  of  the  tenth  century  b.c.;  4)  the  correlation  of  the  nar¬ 
rative  with  what  we  know  to  be  true  of  the  enormous  changes  that  took  place 
in  biblical  thought  between  Josiah  and  Deutero-Isaiah— this  is,  in  turn, 
inseparable  from  the  main  purpose,  which  is  to  understand  what  the  ancient 
writer  was  saying  to  his  contemporaries* 


The  Social  Function  of  “Wisdom” 

As  any  philosophiae  doctor  is  painfully  aware,  “wisdom,”  whether  it  be  called 
sophia  or  hokma  or  fyikma,  is  the  presumed  product  of  a  long  process  of  train¬ 
ing  in  a  specialized  field  of  skills  or  knowledge.  If  the  major  contrast  between 
a  primitive  culture  and  civilization  is  the  latter’s  wealth  in  specialized  oc¬ 
cupations,  as  the  anthropologists  maintain,  then  it  follows  that  such  special¬ 
ized  training  is  the  only  foundation  for  civilization,  and  any  society  without 
it  is  necessarily  “primitive.”  It  is  therefore  no  accident  that  our  earliest 
sources  indicate  a  very  close  relationship  between  what  we  blithely  label 
“wisdom  literature”  and  the  very  ancient  pagan  educational  system  by 
which  the  children  of  the  elite  class  of  society  were  trained  in  the  necessary 
skills  that  enabled  them  to  compete  in  the  ancient  pecking  order  determined 
by  the  ancient  states  and  empires.  Those  skills  were,  first  of  all,  literacy 
itself  and,  in  pre-biblical  times,  administration.  Though  it  is  clear  that  the 
various  terms  translated  as  “wisdom”  included  far  more  than  a  speciali¬ 
zation  in  scribal  arts,  nevertheless  such  works  as  the  Egyptian  “Satire  on  the 
Trades”6  certainly  places  the  scribe  at  the  apex  of  the  social  scene.  Further, 
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the  wisdom  literature  almost  certainly  functioned  as  textbooks  in  the  schools 
for  scribes. 

As  Eissfeldt  long  ago  pointed  out,7  a  scribe  was  far  from  a  mechanical 
copyist  but,  rather,  was  a  highly  cultured  wise  man,  and  often  held  positions 
of  considerable  authority  and  power.  The  wise  men  of  antiquity  were  thus 
the  educated  elite  upon  whom  rested  the  whole  structure  and  function  of 
the  political  state.  Thus  the  wise  man  as  a  political  functionary  of  the  late 
pre-exilic  monarchy  is  also  well  attested,  particularly  in  Jeremiah.  The 
bitter  condemnation  of  the  wise  man  together  with  other  functionaries  such 
as  priests  and  (false)  prophets  is  a  recurrent  theme  in  the  prophetic  books, 
building  up  to  a  climax  just  before  the  destruction.  Is  it  merely  a  curious 
coincidence  that  only  a  century  later  Socrates  was  bitterly  excoriating  the 
“Sophists”  of  his  day?  Or  is  it,  rather  another  indication  that  educated 
elitism  is  an  international  phenomenon,  and  has  similar  effects  in  radically 
different  societies? 

As  a  partial  explanation  of  the  problem  concerning  the  crisis  of  wisdom, 
I  would  propose  the  “law  of  elaboration.”  It  is  an  observation  that  in  any 
society  where  there  is  a  specialized  group  with  time  and  resources  enough, 
they  will  produce  an  enormously  complex  body  of  tradition  concerning  their 
own  social  role,  whether  it  be  religious  ritual  (Leviticus),  building  of  tombs 
and  ideologies  to  justify  them  (pyramids  to  Petra),  architecture,  theology, 
or  form  criticism.  The  elaboration  is  then  inaccessible  to  the  untrained, 
whether  by  virtue  of  its  incomprehensibility  to  those  without  technical 
education  or  because  of  a  jealous  exclusion  of  those  beyond  the  closed 
corporation  of  the  elite.  As  the  technical  elaboration  continues  to  accumu¬ 
late,  the  range  of  experience,  knowledge,  and  concern  of  the  specialist  group 
becomes  more  and  more  restricted,  and,  in  the  course  of  time,  the  specialist 
group  comes  more  and  more  to  resemble  a  primitive  tribe  whose  concern 
is  first  to  maintain  the  internal  unity,  the  rigid  and  secure  boundary  line 
against  outsiders,  and  the  maintenance  of  its  own  power  and  prestige. 

The  closed  social  system  becomes  increasingly  impervious  to  input  from 
beyond  the  self-imposed  boundary,  and  the  dynamics  of  the  group  is  char¬ 
acterized  by  a  complex  system  of  feedback.  And  thus  we  have  the  “Gram¬ 
marian’s  Funeral”— settling  hotV s  business— and  the  “teachers  of  Israel 
who  do  not  know  these  things”  (Jn  3:  10).  Above  all,  the  closed  corporation 
is  most  impervious  to  suggestions  from  upstart  prophets.  In  time,  the 
specialized  elite  claim  a  direct  pipeline  to  heaven,  where  an  important  god 
— Nabu,  Thoth,  Athena — becomes  their  divine  patron  and  source. 

A  well-attested  further  characteristic  of  such  elite  groups  is  compulsive 
competitiveness,  illustrated,  for  example,  by  King  Solomon’s  wisdom  that 
excelled  all  that  of  the  bene  qedem — usually  translated  as  “sons  of  the 
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East,”  but  which  almost  certainly  should  be  translated  as  “sons  of  aforetime,” 
for  which  compare  maleke  qedem  of  Is  19:  11.  After  all,  ancient  man,  during 
the  brief  periods  of  affluence  and  power,  believed  in  his  enormous  superiority 
over  the  benighted  unfortunates  who  were  doomed  to  live  in  the  pre-modern 
age  too.  The  competitiveness  of  the  wisdom  tradition  is  also  illustrated 
in  the  story  of  Solomon  and  the  Queen  of  Sheba,  who  was  so  overcome  that 
the  result  was  the  foundation  of  the  Ethiopian  dynasty,  according  to  a 
tradition  that  owes  more  to  prestige  concerns  than  to  historical  fact.  How¬ 
ever,  the  tradition  does  reflect  fairly  well-established  habits  of  emotional 
response  on  the  part  of  women. 

For  it  is  true  that  the  products  of  technical  specialization  are  intended 
to  impress:  to  neutralize  or  overcome  any  possible  exercise  of  critical  facul¬ 
ties  on  the  part  of  those  who  are  not  part  of  the  specialized  group.  It  is 
not  surprising,  therefore,  that  the  king  is  par  excellence  the  repository  of 
all  wisdom,  and  his  regime  is  that  alone  which  combines  the  total  resources 
of  technology  with  the  monopoly  of  political  and  military  power.  This  is  the 
foundation  of  ancient  pagan  religion  that  was  confronted  with  the  prophetic 
spokesmen  throughout  the  period  of  the  Divided  Monarchy  of  biblical  his¬ 
tory.  (In  passing,  it  might  be  advisable  to  point  out  that  any  similarity 
between  the  description  of  the  ancient  closed  corporation  of  wise  men  and 
a  modern  university  department  lies  in  the  eyes  of  the  beholder.  What 
I  was  thinking  of  are  theological  disciplines  in  which  someone  is  always 
“going  beyond”  Bultmann,  Barth,  or  whatever  other  king  figure  happens 
to  be  the  apex  of  the  heap.) 

It  must  be  admitted  that  the  combination  of  the  technological  and  the 
power  factors  in  the  political  state  is  virtually  a  constant  in  human  civili¬ 
zation.  But  it  is  one  which  has  also  periodically  wrought  its  own  destruction 
— and  out  of  such  a  destruction  at  the  end  of  the  Late  Bronze  age,  there 
emerged  suddenly  a  realization  that  there  is  in  addition  a  “transcendent 
factor”  of  human  history  and  experience  against  which  both  military  and 
technological  power  are  eventually  impotent. 

To  turn  to  specific  biblical  passages  for  illustration  of  the  theoretical 
structure  outlined  above,  we  observe,  first,  that  the  oldest  narratives  of  the 
Bible  already  illustrate  the  fact  that  wisdom  has  to  do  with  a  function  in 
society  rather  than  a  mere  category  of  literary  form.  Note,  for  example 
the  wise  woman  of  Abel,  whose  role  it  was  to  persuade  both  Joab  and  the 
elders  of  Abel  to  accept  a  course  of  action  that  avoided  possible  destruction 
of  the  town  and  a  consequent  political  albatross  on  the  neck  of  the  king 
(2  Sam  20:  14-22).  But  wisdom  is  also  a  more  than  questionable  charisma 
of  Amnon’s  friend,  who  enables  him  to  find  a  way  to  rape  his  half  sister 
(2  Sam  13).  (Luther  was  only  half  right;  “reason”  alias  “wisdom”  is  not 
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only  a  whore  but  also  a  pimp.)  English  translations  often  disguise  this 
wisdom  by  translating  with  a  different  word,  such  as  “crafty.” 

The  traditions  about  King  Solomon  in  regard  to  wisdom  are  most  eloquent 
in  showing  the  contrast  between  the  authentic  Yahwistic  traditions  and  the 
neo-paganism  of  the  united  monarchy.  Wisdom  is  far  from  being  a  divine 
charisma  in  the  pre-monarchical  period.  In  Deut  32:  29,  it  is  merely  a  normal 
human  talent  that  is  lacking — an  utter  inability  to  see  the  inevitable  conse¬ 
quences  of  stupidity.  In  the  two  cases  cited  above,  wisdom  is  also  an  ability 
to  persuade  others  to  courses  of  action  that  result  in  the  realization  of  goals. 
But  what  wisdom  has  never  or  rarely  been  able  to  achieve  is  a  critical  evalu¬ 
ation  of  those  goals. 

With  Solomon’s  charisma  of  wisdom,  received  at  the  old  Gibeonite  high 
place,  almost  certainly  in  connection  with  a  pagan  incubation  ritual,  the 
old  pagan  tradition  of  some  god  as  the  source  of  royal  or  other  wisdom  was 
reintroduced  into  Palestinian  politics.  And  this  had  nothing  to  do  with  the 
Yahwistic  tradition,  while  the  gods  as  the  donors  of  technical  wisdom  go 
back  at  least  to  old  Sumerian  myth.  For  political  reasons,  Solomon’s  gift 
of  wisdom  at  Gibeon  from  the  pagan  Hivvite  deity  was  followed  immediately 
by  sacrifices  at  the  ark  of  the  covenant  in  Jerusalem  (1  Kings  3:  15).  While 
his  father,  King  David,  was  the  Constantine  of  the  OT,  Solomon  was  the 
Kausitoros  (the  “bull-burner” — an  appellative  of  Julian  the  Apostate),  for 
which  compare  1  Kings  8:  5,  63. 

With  wisdom  thus  firmly  established  as  a  royal  gift  derived  from  the  di¬ 
vine  world,  and  therefore  immune  to  critical  evaluation  from  merely  his¬ 
torical  sources,  Solomon  proceeds  to  act  as  the  Supreme  Court  to  solve  the 
legal  battle  of  two  prostitutes.  In  earlier  Yahwistic  practice,  the  problem 
would  have  been  brought  “before  Yahweh” — either  by  an  oath,  by  which 
a  perjuror  would  have  placed  herself  in  jeopardy,  or  by  the  casting  of  lots. 
The  case  is  an  excellent  example  of  the  mere  acceptance  of  a  verdict  of 
power  as  divinely  inspired.  One  could  just  as  easily  argue  the  opposite — 
that  the  true  mother  would  rather  see  her  child  killed  than  give  him  up  to 
an  unscrupulous  bitch. 

The  description  of  Solomon’s  wisdom  that  has  recently  been  questioned 
by  R.  B.  Y.  Scott8  need  not  be  so  facilely  dismissed.  The  organization  of 
wisdom  into  mashal ,  music,  trees  and  shrubs,  beasts,  birds,  reptiles,  and 
fish9  corresponds  very  closely  to  the  Egyptian  wisdom  tradition  of  the  New 
Empire,  and  in  some  ways  is  far  more  sophisticated  than  the  Greek  disciple 
of  Aristotle,  Theophrastus,  several  centuries  later.  Curiously,  astronomy, 
which  plays  an  important  part  in  Egyptian  wisdom,  is  lacking  in  Solomon’s 
curriculum.  It  is  extremely  probable  that  it  was  censored  by  the  later 
tradition — and  the  rather  curious  position  of  the  heavenly  bodies  in  the 
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Creation  story  of  Genesis  1,  together  with  references  in  Job  and  Ezekiel, 
strongly  suggests  that  astrology  and  its  related  ideologies  were  bitterly 
combated  in  exilic  and  post-exilic  times.  It  is  perhaps  more  germane  to 
our  present  purposes,  however,  to  emphasize  the  fact  that  the  tradition 
credited  a  pagan  divine  charisma  for  the  accomplishments  of  Solomon  in 
technical  knowledge.  When  this  is  compared  with  the  surviving  materials, 
all  scholars  have  admitted  that  nothing  that  has  survived  can  be  credited 
to  Solomon.  There  is  absolutely  no  reason  to  be  surprised  about  this  seeming 
paradox.  Solomon’s  function  in  the  tradition  had  nothing  to  do  with 
content,  but  with  the  social  authority  of  the  guild  of  wise  men.  As  in  so 
many  other  cases,  the  eminence  of  his  wisdom,  whatever  it  may  have  been, 
was  much  more  a  product  of  his  social  and  political  power  at  the  time 
than  of  any  lasting,  intrinsic  value.  Furthermore,  all  wise  men  subsequent 
to  his  reign  would  be  obligated  by  the  social  system  to  “update”  his  archaic 
observations.  Whatever  conclusions  may  eventually  be  agreed  upon  by 
biblical  scholars,  it  is  at  present  virtually  impossible  to  conceive  of  a  grandi¬ 
ose  power  structure  of  the  time  of  Solomon  that  did  not  produce  and  support 
a  gamut  of  technical  specialists.  It  is  equally  impossible  to  imagine  that  the 
king  would  not  have  been  ex  officio  the  “king  of  the  mountain.” 

The  arrogant  stupidity  of  power  reinforced  by  access  to,  and  control  of, 
a  wide  range  of  technical  wisdom  had  its  logical  culmination  in  the  policies 
of  Rehoboam,  which  resulted  not  only  in  the  complete  disintegration  of  the 
empire  but  also  in  schism  of  the  homeland  itself.  Not  long  afterward,  the 
invasion  of  Shishak  brought  destruction  to  the  land,  which  no  doubt  in¬ 
dicates  that  foreign  policy  was  no  more  tolerable  than  the  domestic  policy 
had  been.  Such  a  power  structure — that  recognized  no  binding  obligation 
other  than  its  own  ambitions  and  desires — rapidly  became  intolerable.  As  in 
the  case  of  the  sorcerer’s  apprentice,  the  result  was  two  such  structures  that 
limped  along  on  two  lame  legs  for  a  couple  of  centuries.  After  the  final 
destruction,  predicted  by  virtually  all  the  pre-exilic  prophets,  some  anony¬ 
mous  and  chastened  “wise  man”  saw  the  course  of  history  in  a  new  light 
and  used  old  traditions  to  construct  a  new  parable  of  the  human  plight. 


The  Mashal  as  a  Means  of  Communication 

Though  no  particular  effort  has  been  made  to  investigate  the  origin  and 
history  of  the  mashal,  it  can  hardly  be  doubted  that  such  a  technique  derives 
from  very  1  emote  antiquity.  It  is  psychologically— and  perennially— much 
easier  to  tell  a  story,  completely  irrelevant  to  any  existing  contemporary 
vested  interests,  that  brings  to  bear  a  principle  supposedly  shared  by  the 
speaker  and  his  hearers  than  it  is  to  apply  the  same  principle  directly  to 
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a  case  at  issue.  To  simplify  the  historical  problem,  we  may  cite  only  early 
biblical  examples.  First  is  the  parable  of  Jotham  in  Judg  9  that  transfers 
a  real  issue  to  the  realm  of  the  trees,  that  makes  ridiculous  the  prestige 
and  power  ambitions  of  Abimelech. 

Another  such  mashal  is  the  case  of  the  woman  of  Tekoa  who  thus  appealed 
for  the  king’s  amnesty  for  his  exiled  son  Absalom — with  dire  results  (2  Sam 
14:  1-24).  Very  similar  is  the  mashal  that  Nathan  uses  to  condemn  the  king 
himself  (2  Sam  12:  1-15).  In  both  the  latter  cases,  a  simple  example  arising 
out  of  everyday  life,  at  least  in  verisimilitude,  is  used  to  induce  the  power- 
holder  to  act  in  accordance  with  his  own  decision.  It  is  perhaps  not  entirely 
gratuitous  to  point  out  that  the  entire  structure  of  legal  thought  is  based 
upon  such  mashals:  the  binding  nature  of  precedent  decisions,  which  ap¬ 
plies  a  legal  principle  used  to  decide  a  case  to  subsequent  cases  that  are  at 
least  conceived  to  be  analogous.  One  of  the  best  historically  attested  ex¬ 
amples  is  the  trial  of  Jeremiah,  in  which  he  was  acquitted  on  the  ground  of 
precedent  deriving  from  the  similar  case  of  Micah  a  century  before  (Jer  26). 
Unfortunately,  the  text  indicates  very  strongly  that  it  was  not  concern  for 
legal  principle  but  political  influence  that  saved  Jeremiah  from  death. 

There  can  hardly  be  any  question  about  the  importance  of  the  mashal 
as  a  constant  device  of  ancient  thought  that  is  just  as  alive  today  in  different 
ways.  In  addition  to  the  cases  cited  above,  the  book  of  Jonah  is  a  similar 
type  of  mashal ,  and  there  can  be  no  doubt  that  Hosea’s  marriage  served 
as  a  vehicle  for  a  similar  thought  pattern,  regardless  of  whatever  literary 
or  historical  purposes  it  is  made  to  serve.  It  is  not  at  all  surprising  that  the 
mashal  is  most  unpopular  among  elite  circles  and,  at  the  same  time,  a  fa¬ 
vorite  device  of  minority  movements  such  as  the  prophets.  The  old  cliche 
“comparisons  are  odious”  would  no  doubt  have  been  just  as  acceptable  in 
the  elite  circles  of  the  biblical  monarchy  as  it  is  today  with  its  parallelo- 
phobia.  Yet  the  very  title  of  the  book  that  derives  from  the  ancient  elite 
is  mi§le  §elomo  Proverbs  (of  Solomon).  The  paradox  is  easily  resolved. 
Similarities  or  classifications  pointed  out  and  taught  by  the  elite  have  social 
status,  and  it  is  an  affront  to  respectable  society  to  point  out  analogies  that 
are  in  conflict  with  the  accepted  social  system.  It  is  only  when  a  social  sys¬ 
tem  is  destroyed  that  a  new  value  system  can  make  its  claim  to  validity, 
and  this  is  the  historical  context  of  Genesis  3. 

It  is  very  tempting  to  see  this  form  of  argument  in  many  other  patently 
unhistorical  narratives  of  the  Hebrew  Bible,  such  as  many  of  the  stories 
of  the  “common  ancestors.”  Since  the  mashal  is  a  form  of  thought  that 
primarily  classifies,  such  classification  can  be  used  for  a  number  of  purposes 
other  than  upbraiding  or  persuading,  even  though  this  is  the  clearest  usage 
of  the  form.  A  mashal  may  serve  as  a  ground,  precedent,  or  justification 
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of  existing  reality — similar  to  the  category  of  myth  in  ancient  pagan  cul¬ 
tures.  Historical  persons  and  events  become  mashal  also,  as  for  example 
in  Deut  28:  37.  I  would  argue,  however,  that  the  most  elaborate  mashal 
in  the  Bible  is  the  book  of  Job. 

Evidence  for  the  Late  Date  of  Genesis  3 

In  view  of  the  virtual  unanimity  among  literary  critics  since  the  nineteenth 
century  that  the  narrative  belongs  to  the  J  document  (now  dated  to  the 
tenth  century),  it  must  seem  presumptuous  and  temerarious  to  suggest  that  it 
actually  stems  from  the  sixth  century.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  the  old  literary 
criticism  was  carried  out  upon  the  foundation  of  such  grossly  inadequate 
historical  and  linguistic  presuppositions  that  it  is  a  wonder  that  it  could 
even  approximate  the  truth. 

Instead  of  dating  or  classifying  passages  by  the  presence  of  particular 
cliches,  any  sound  linguistic  method  must  deal  with  the  entire  language  of 
the  passage  in  question.  It  is  true  that  purely  formal  elements  of  language, 
such  as  changes  in  orthography  and  grammatical  elements,  have  become 
largely  inaccessible  because  of  the  long-continued  process  of  editing  and 
standardization  to  which  the  text  was  subjected  over  a  period  of  many 
centuries.  However,  no  language  stands  still  for  long.  Words  become  ar¬ 
chaic  and  drop  entirely  out  of  use,  while  new  words  are  introduced  into 
the  language  either  by  neologism  or  by  borrowing.  As  passages  of  the 
Hebrew  Bible  are  successfully  dated  with  some  degree  of  confidence,  those 
passages,  in  turn,  furnish  knowledge  of  the  linguistic  inventory  of  that  par¬ 
ticular  time  and  increase  the  total  base  for  reconstructing  the  history  of 
the  language.  There  is  now  fairly  firm  evidence  for  a  systematic  archaizing 
tendency  in  the  exilic  period,  during  which  period  (as  well  as  perhaps  a 
generation  or  two  earlier)  there  was  a  reuse  of  archaic  words  and  forms 
that  are  not  attested  over  a  period  of  perhaps  four  centuries.  The  distinc¬ 
tion  between  the  archaic  language  of  the  tenth  century  and  the  preceding 
period  of  the  Judges  and  the  late  imitation  of  the  old  language  was  one 
which  the  old  literary  criticism  simply  could  not  cope  with.  The  contention 
here  is  that  Gen  3  is  a  parade  example  of  Exilic  imitation  of  archaic  language, 
entirely  in  harmony  with  its  setting  and  purpose.  The  language  is  no  more 
tenth  century  than  is  the  prose  of  the  prologue  to  the  book  of  Job. 

Though  it  is  not  possible  or  appropriate  here  to  present  what  is  a  very 
complex  and  sophisticated  technique  that  perhaps  can  best  be  done  by 
computer  programming  (in  which  work  is  being  done),  a  very  cursory  over¬ 
view  of  the  distribution  of  words  (with  their  meanings — since  the  rate  of 
change  semantically  is  much  more  rapid  than  morphological  change)  yields 
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information  that  should  leave  no  doubt  as  to  the  linguistic  and  historical 
milieu  from  which  Genesis  3  sprang.  That  milieu  is  the  pre-exilic  wisdom 
literature — the  language  of  the  technically  trained  specialists  of  the  last 
generations  of  the  kingdom  of  Judah.  It  is  incredible  that  scholars  could 
ever  have  conceived  of  the  passage  as  tenth-century  prose.  Following  is 
a  list  of  linguistic  indicators  that  supports  if  not  proves  the  present  thesis: 

‘arum:  Occurs  elsewhere  only  in  Proverbs,  always  in  contrast  to  >ewll9 
“fool,”  thus  a  label  for  a  personality  trait  that  is  highly  admired  as  the  goal 
of  the  wise10;  and  twice  in  Job,  where  it  is  definitely  pejorative,  as  here. 
The  feminine  abstract  form  already  occurs  in  the  old  Covenant  Code,  Ex  21 : 
14,  where  it  is  equivalent  to  the  legal  concept  of  “malice  aforethought.” 
The  root  shows  evolution  from  “malice”  to  “cunning”  to  “sophisticated” 
to  “crafty.”  Our  passage  belongs  toward  the  end  of  the  semantic  evolution, 
and  illustrates  the  change  of  attitude  that  followed  the  destruction  of 
Jerusalem  caused  by  the  insane  political  policies  of  the  “wise”  condemned 
by  Jeremiah.  The  word  applied  to  the  serpent  certainly  reflects  the  com¬ 
mon  usage  of  the  wisdom  literature. 

tamwah:  Again  a  favorite  word  in  Proverbs  and  Psalms  that  does  not 
occur  in  the  early  sources.  Gen  49:  26  is  obscure,  and  probably  not  this 
word.  The  place  name  qibrot  hal-ta>awah  certainly  is  a  popular  etymology. 
The  passage  Prov  13:  12  is  actually  the  starting  point  of  our  narrative: 
ces  hayylm  la'awah  ba’ah,  “a  tree  of  life  is  an  object  of  desire  realized.” 

nehmad :  The  nif'al  form  occurs  elsewhere  only  in  Prov  21:  20  and  Ps  19: 
11  outside  this  narrative  (including  Gen  2:  9,  which  is  of  course  closely 
related). 

haskll:  Infinitive,  with  meaning  “to  make  wise”  occurs  only  in  Ps  32: 
8,  Prov  16:  23;  21:  11,  Nehemiah,  1  Chronicles,  Daniel.  Pre-exilic  uses 
have  quite  another  meaning — for  example,  Deut  32:  29. 

1 erummlm :  This  word  occurs  elsewhere  only  in  Ezekiel  and  Deut  28:  48, 
over  against  the  usual  older  form  ‘arom.  There  is  certainly  a  play  on  words 
intended,  referring  to  the  ‘arum  that  characterizes  the  serpent. 

yitperu:  The  word  is  otherwise  exclusively  exilic  and  post-exilic:  Ezekiel, 
Job,  Ecclesiastes. 

fyagorot:  The  only  word  in  the  chapter  that  occurs  in  early  sources,  2 
Sam  18:  11,  1  Kings  2:  5,  2  Kings  3:  21,  Is  3:  24,  and  then  becomes  obsolete; 
outside  our  passage,  it  never  recurs  in  exilic  and  post-exilic  literature.  The 
author  deliberately  chose  an  archaic  or  obsolete  word  to  designate  the  garment 
of  the  remote  past. 

hi§§Vani:  Not  attested  with  this  meaning  before  2  Kings  18:  29  (time 
of  Hezekiah).  A  favorite  word  in  Jeremiah  and  Is  36  and  37. 
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To  avoid  unnecessary  elaboration,  further  description  of  the  distribution 
of  words  may  be  dispensed  with.  I  had  expected  that  the  poetic  curses 
would  be  older,  but  the  pattern  is  much  the  same.  In  view  of  the  fact  that 
many  have  expressed  skepticism  or  even  hostility  to  the  idea  that  passages 
in  biblical  Hebrew  can  be  dated  by  such  a  method  as  that  exhibited  above, 
several  observations  are  in  order.  First,  if  an  authentic  tenth-century  pas¬ 
sage  is  dealt  with  in  the  same  manner,  the  distribution  proves  radically  dif¬ 
ferent.  In  other  words,  if  words  with  particular  meanings  that  have  a  limited 
distribution  in  biblical  Hebrew  are  carefully  examined,  it  seems  beyond 
doubt  true  that  the  living,  working  vocabulary  of  the  time  from  Jeremiah 
to  Deutero-Isaiah  shows  a  considerable  contrast  to  that  of  the  tenth  century. 
This  is  precisely  what  one  would  expect  once  the  hoary  old  myth  of  the 
“unchanging  Orient”  is  seen  to  be  the  nonsense  it  is.  Furthermore,  the  ac¬ 
cepted  dating  or  assignment  of  passages  to  the  various  documents  is  based 
merely  upon  a  very  amateurish  and  historically  ungrounded  similar  sort  of 
method  but  using  merely  certain  key  words  or  phrases.  To  be  sure,  the 
exilic  period  undeniably  did  see  the  reintroduction  of  archaic  linguistic 
features,  but  it  is  usually  not  difficult  to  recognize  such  archaic  revivals, 
for  the  meaning  in  context  could  not  be  so  easily  revived — the  words  are 
simply  used  in  different  ways  and  sometimes  even  with  different  grammati¬ 
cal  constructions. 

The  conclusion  from  this  and  further  study  is  that  Gen  3  is  a  work  stem¬ 
ming  from  the  period  of  exile,  when  there  was  a  great  ferment  of  agonizing 
and  recrimination  concerning  the  question:  “What  happened— and  why?” 
My  impression  is  that  the  unknown  author  was  really  not  much  concerned 
with  trying  to  imitate  the  old  classical  prose:  his  concerns  were  not  linguistic 
or  literary  virtuosity  but  telling  his  simple  and  perennial  story. 


The  Context  of  Destruction  and  Exile 

Pelikan’s  assessment  of  the  predicament  of  Protestantism  is  in  part  correct 
when  he  complains  that  the  Bible  is  absolutized  “as  somehow  suspended 
from  the  historical  process,”11  but  when  he  thinks  it  is  lost  “in  the  cultural- 
religious  history  of  the  Near  East,”  one  wonders  what  is  left.  His  recom¬ 
mendation  is  the  problem,  not  the  answer — namely,  the  location  of  the 
“authority  of  the  Bible  in  the  context  of  the  teaching  and  praying  church. . .  ” 
The  statement  is  historically  and  theologically  nonsense:  for  the  church  is 
the  product,  not  the  cause,  of  the  proper  proclamation  of  the  Gospel.  The 
church  is  where  two  or  three  are  gathered  who  have  heard,  understood, 
and  responded  to  that  “good  news.”  The  reduction  of  the  Bible  to  a  mere 
authority  symbol  of  ecclesiastical  or  political  power  is  the  basis  of  the 
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predicament  of  the  church,  not  its  solution.  It  is  precisely  the  taking  of  the 
Bible  out  of  its  context  in  the  “cultural-religious  history  of  the  Near  East” 
that  has  resulted  in  the  foisting  upon  it  of  all  sorts  of  man-made  traditions 
that  are  increasingly  seen  to  be  both  absurd  and  dysfunctional.  The  obses¬ 
sion  with  corporate  self-preservation  is  no  adequate  substitute  for  faith, 
particularly  when  there  is  no  very  evident  concern  for  understanding  what 
that  faith  stands  for  and  how  it  should  be  operative  in  our  own  historical 
context.  Perhaps  the  Bible,  like  any  Christian,  must  lose  its  life  (in  that 
ancient  history)  in  order  to  find  it. 

The  parable  of  Gen  3  conveys  an  insight  into  the  process  of  history  re¬ 
sulting  in  the  destruction  of  the  community  and  of  virtually  all  its  institu¬ 
tions.  It  is,  first  of  all,  to  be  observed  that  the  scene  is  placed  at  the  begin¬ 
ning  of  the  history  of  man — it  is  not  culturally  bound,  and  the  unity  of  all 
mankind  as  participating  in  the  same  process  was  correctly  seen  by  Saint 
Paul.  We  have  an  historical  phenomenon  similar  to  that  of  the  book  of 
Job,  where  the  event  and  subsequent  dialogue  are  so  successfully  removed 
from  the  particularistic  traditions  of  ancient  Judah  that  Pfeiffer  was  led 
to  conclude  for  a  non-Israelite  origin. 

The  breakdown  of  political  parochialisms  actually  made  possible  a  most 
highly  creative  ferment  of  religious  thought,  culminating  in  Job  and  Deutero- 
Isaiah.  The  process  is  difficult  to  trace  in  detail;  but,  in  the  first  place,  the 
destruction  discredited  with  finality  the  old  political  nationalism  that  the 
prophets  since  Amos  had  protested  in  vain  as  no  substitute  for  obedience 
to  Yahweh.  The  immediate  past  was  painful — and  largely  irrelevant  in 
exile.  The  destroyed  community  had  to  transcend  its  own  immediate — and 
grossly  inadequate — past  if  it  were  to  have  any  continuity  at  all. 

The  opposition  between  the  prophets  and  the  wise  men,  that  climaxed 
in  the  time  of  Jeremiah  when  he  narrowly  escaped  death,  is  the  immediate 
context  for  Gen  3.  In  Jer  9:  22-23,  we  have  a  vain  plea  for  the  valuation 
of  something  other  than  the  big  three  of  the  wisdom  tradition:  power,  wealth, 
and  wisdom  itself.  The  message  of  the  prophets  from  Amos  on  was  that 
the  course  bent  upon  with  fanatic  determination  could  lead,  lemming-like, 
only  to  destruction.  In  the  time  of  Zephaniah  and  Jeremiah,  the  warnings 
were  effectively  neutralized:  “Yahweh  does  not  do  good,  nor  does  he  do 
evil”  (Zeph  1:  12).  This  attitude,  illustrated  also  in  the  Psalms,  underlies 
the  words  of  the  serpent  to  Eve:  “You  will  not  surely  die.  .  .”  The  wise 
man  is  one  “who  is  in  control  of  his  environment,”  who  has  both  knowledge 
of  “the  way  things  are”  and  the  power  to  carry  out  his  desires,  and  thus 
there  is  an  effective  negation  of  the  idea  that  there  is  a  transcendent  factor 
in  history — in  the  process  of  cause  and  effect — that  must  be  taken  into 
consideration.  Therefore  the  land  is  full  of  “those  who  fill  their  master’s 
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house  with  violence  and  fraud”  (Zeph  1:  9)— that  is,  wealth  obtained  by 
such  procedures* 

Next,  we  have  the  description  of  Eve’s  desire  that  is  also  inseparable  from 
wisdom  which  itself  is  able  to  “discriminate  between  good  and  evil.”  This 
is  a  very  subtle  jibe — a  comment  upon  King  Solomon’s  wisdom  that  also 
effectively  neutralized  the  old  Israelite  covenant  theology  and  ethic  in  favor 
of  becoming  “modern.”  The  result:  schism,  and  destruction  at  the  hands 
of  Shishak.  For  wisdom  as  a  means  of  achieving  goals  has  rarely  been  able 
to  evaluate  the  goal  itself.  With  no  control  other  than  the  limitations  of 
technology  and  power,  the  possible  almost  automatically  becomes  the  im¬ 
perative.  If  some  lasting  fears  or  superstitions  are  left,  they  can  also  be 
well  neutralized  by  proper  ritual— though  of  this  I  find  no  hint  in  our  nar¬ 
rative,  and  the  prophets  constantly  protested  this  facile  evasion  of  respon¬ 
sibility.  Even  the  prologue  to  Job  has  a  mildly  ironic  reference  to  the  futil¬ 
ity  of  ritual  as  a  means  of  avoiding  calamity  (Job  1:  5). 

The  violation  of  transcendent  obligation — the  command  of  Yahweh — in 
favor  of  achieving  an  immediate  and  illegitimate  goal  had  consequences 
that  are  described  again  with  delightful  irony.  Adam  and  Eve  became  able 
to  distinguish  between  good  and  evil,  the  immediate  effect  of  which  new 
talent  was  the  recognition  of  their  own  nakedness.  All  that  the  much- 
desired  “likeness  to  God”  had  done  for  them  was  to  add  evil  to  their  stock 
of  knowledge  and  experience.  Shame  for  their  own  nakedness  was  soon 
joined  by  terror— of  God— and  the  vain  attempt  to  hide.  The  attempt  to 
read  into  the  narrative  a  fall  “upward,”  on  the  one  hand,  or  the  discovery 
of  sex,  on  the  other,  is  a  simple  illustration  of  the  misuse  of  biblical  narrative. 

The  old  wisdom  had  proclaimed:  “An  expectation  deferred  is  a  sickness 
of  heart;  but  a  ‘tree  of  life’  is  an  object  of  desire  realized.”  One  is  immedi¬ 
ately  reminded  of  the  case  of  poor  Amnon,  wasting  away  in  his  incestuous 
desire  for  his  half  sister,  until  his  “wise”  ways  and  means  committee  found 
a  way  for  realization — which  also  turned  out  to  be  a  “tree  of  life”  for 
no  one  (2  Sam  13).  The  expulsion  from  Paradise  made  the  “tree  of  life” 
inaccessible,  and  the  divine  curses  constantly  reminded  Adam’s  children 
that  the  experience  of  evil  is  not  necessarily  being  “like  God,  knowing  good 
and  evil.” 

Though  it  is  not  possible  to  go  into  all  the  various  ramifications  of  narrative 
detail — and  no  parable  can  be  expected  to  walk  on  all  fours— the  history  of 
the  period  prior  to  exile  furnishes  some  very  suggestive  answers  to  the 
question,  “Why  Eve?”  The  misuse  of  the  story  by  contemporary  power 
movements,  who  seemingly  want  also  to  throw  out  all  weightier  consider¬ 
ations  of  love  and  loyalty  in  favor  of  ”justice“  and  of  becoming  “like  men,” 
demands  at  least  some  comment  on  the  fact  that  the  narrative  represents 
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Eve  as  the  one  who  succumbed  to  the  serpent’s  false  promises.  One  can  only 
point  out  the  unquestionable  fact  that  since  Jezebel,  most  Old  Testament 
prophecy  also  leveled  most  serious  charges  against  the  upper-class  aristo¬ 
cratic  females  of  the  time.  Rather  than  indicating  a  depressed  status  of  women, 
such  charges  (e.g..  Is  3),  as  well  as  Gen  3,  indicate  rather  an  utterly  unscru¬ 
pulous  competitiveness  and  unbridled  ambition  that  could  not  have  been 
without  effect  upon  their  equally  unscrupulous  husbands.  And  even 
after  the  destruction,  the  final  confrontation  with  Jeremiah  (Ch.  44)  in¬ 
volves  the  women’s  self-willed  and  compulsive  determination  to  continue 
the  cult  of  the  Queen  of  Heaven — and  their  husbands  defend  it.  Our  author 
gently  points  out  that  men  suffer  just  as  much  as  do  women  from  the  female 
cult  of  their  own  desires —  and  he  cannot  place  the  blame  upon  the  woman. 

Possibly  some  light  may  be  shed  upon  the  matter  by  observing  that  women 
have  very  often  been  in  the  peculiarly  dangerous  situation  of  being  in  a 
position  to  exercise  enormous  influence  with  virtually  no  public  responsi¬ 
bility.  This  contrast  between  the  public  and  the  private  sectors  of  human 
life  is  one  of  which  we  seem  hardly  to  be  aware,  but  which  seems  of  crucial 
importance  in  understanding  the  polarization  between  the  sexes  that  seems 
to  be  increasingly  exploited  for  the  seizure  of  power,  prestige,  and  wealth — 
and  therefore  the  sin  of  Eve  all  over  again.  The  lunatic  fringe  of  the  feminist 
movement  has  at  least  a  potential  redeeming  social  value  of  reducing  the 
birth  rate,  but  any  movement  that  denigrates  and  has  nothing  but  contempt 
for  the  private  sector  of  life,  which  must  be  of  primary  importance  to  the 
young,  and  probably  to  the  vast  majority  of  the  human  race,  can  only  be 
deplored.  The  concept  that  the  value  of  any  person  is  merely  a  function  of 
his  income  and  social  role  is  simply  vicious,  for  it  must  reduce  to  nothing 
not  only  the  vast  majority  of  the  human  race  who  are  by  this  definition 
“nobodies,”  but,  worse,  it  glorifies  precisely  those  goals  and  desires  that  are 
probably  in  the  long  run  incompatible  with  any  peaceful  society.  Over 
against  the  Roman  empire,  where  the  only  respectable  occupation  for  a 
“gentleman”  was  politics,  the  early  biblical  tradition  a  thousand  years  earlier 
had  given  the  appropriate  answer:  that  it  is  only  the  intrinsically  unpro¬ 
ductive  and  worthless  element  of  society  that  wants  to  be  in  power  (parable 
of  Jotham,  Judg  9). 

There  is  an  intriguing  contemporaneity  in  Is  3:  12,  where  juveniles  and 
women  either  are  or  are  to  be  the  dominant  powers  in  society.  There  is 
no  indication  that  this  is  (or  was)  likely  an  improvement.  It  is  rather  a 
punishment.  The  issue  is  not  the  age  or  sex  of  those  in  control — but  their 
desires,  principles,  and  value  system.  To  judge  from  several  recent  theolog¬ 
ical  references  that  indicate  a  bitter  hostility  if  not  contempt  for  “values,” 
since  it  is  not  an  item  in  traditional  theological  vocabulary  (and  misunderstood 
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by  some  social  scientists  as  well),  an  explanation  is  in  order.  First,  Random 
House  Dictionary,  under  “values”  no.  16:  “to  consider  with  respect  to  worth 
. .  .”  is  of  course  when  made  a  noun,  “worth-ship”  =  “worship.”  Second, 
no.  10:  “Sociol.  the  ideals,  customs,  institutions,  etc.,  of  a  society  toward 
which  the  people  of  the  group  have  an  affective  [i.e.,  emotional]  regard.” 
These  two  meanings  probably  account  for  the  theologians’  and  perhaps 
the  social  scientists’  hostility  to  the  term — but  for  opposite  reasons;  the 
first  because  the  complex  of  such  social  phenomena  (i.e.,  no.  10)  is  considered 
with  enormous  “respect  to  worth,”  and  the  latter  because  (unless  it  is  exotic) 
it  seems  devoid  of  worth.  But  according  to  no.  16 — the  verbal  usage — valu¬ 
ation  is  an  individual  and  highly  important  act  that  has  relatively  little  to 
do  with  what  the  church  as  an  institution  calls  “wor[th-]ship”.  A  “value” 
for  a  person  is  that  which  determines  his  choices  when  faced  with  an  alter¬ 
native — and  it  is  his  choice  that  exhibits  what  he  “worships”  to  public  view: 
“By  their  fruits  you  shall  know  them.”  The  “worship”  of  the  church  may 
well  be  classified  as  the  “ritual  labors”  of  the  anthropologist,  which  have 
no  further  significance  (as  Luther  once  pointed  out)  than  the  fact  of  going 
through  the  ritual — and  helping  keep  the  ritual  community  together,  since 
they  often  have  little  else  in  common  as  the  basis  for  a  real  community. 
All  the  talk  about  “experimental  worship  techniques”  going  around  church 
circles  today  is  prima  facie  evidence  that  theological  (or  at  least  biblical) 
illiteracy  is  present,  just  as  it  is  when  church  administrators  talk  about  the 
“jurisdictional  units”  of  the  church. 

Both  have  reduced  God  to  a  mere  cultural  authority  symbol,  and  both 
are  reducing  man  to  a  mere  “used-people  lot.”  The  battle  between  public- 
relations  techniques  and  administrative-judicial  technology  has  nothing  to 
do  with  the  Christian  (or,  originally,  the  Jewish)  faith,  but  I  would  suggest 
they  are  both  very  good  contemporary  illustrations  of  the  perennial  validity 
of  Gen  3.  Perhaps  the  cartoonists  are  right:  the  idea  that  there  could  be 
something  else  is  merely  humorous,  but  somehow  I  doubt  that  the  future 
historians  will  see  much  humor  in  what  ensues  from  the  present  struggle 
for  publicity  and  power;  Eve  and  her  colleagues  are  looking  for  technologies 
by  which  they  can  become  gods,  while  many  are  looking  for  a  community 
that  will  support  and  encourage  them  in  the  belief  that  honesty,  integrity, 
and  refusal  to  engage  in  gimmicks  for  personal  ends  have  at  least  some  chance 
for  survival.  The  Christian  community,  if  it  exists,  ought  to  offer  something 
other  than  crucifixion.  This  would  really  be  “good  news.” 

As  an  epilogue  to  the  history  of  the  wisdom  tradition,  it  may  be  observed 
that  with  its  chastening  in  exile,  the  reformulation  of  the  tradition,  its 
expurgation,  and  thorough  reorientation  resulted  in  placing  at  the  begin¬ 
ning:  “The  fear  of  Yahweh  is  the  beginning  of  wisdom.”  Many  centuries 
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later,  Jesus  of  Nazareth  again  broke  the  identification  of  the  fear  and  faith 
in  God  with  the  mere  teaching  of  religious  traditions  when  he  said,  “Call  no 
man  father  .  .  .  Knowledge  and  love  of  God  cannot  be  thus  absolutely 
identified  with  a  parochial,  technical  wisdom  or  politico-religious  tradi¬ 
tion — and  He  lost  his  life  as  a  consequence. 
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Mark  4:  12:  More  Like  the  Irony 
of  Micaiah  than  Isaiah 


There  is  more  humor  in  the  Bible  than  we  sometimes  recognize. 
I  first  realized  this  fact  the  day  Professor  Myers  read  interpretively  in  class 
selected  passages  from  the  story  of  Samson  (Judg  13:  1-16:  31).  It  became 
clear  to  all  of  us  that  the  writer  of  the  Samson  tale,  if  not  Samson  himself, 
had  a  keen  sense  of  humor.  In  making  a  bet  with  the  Philistines,  Samson 
had  posed  one  of  the  cleverest  riddles  in  the  Old  Testament:  “Out  of  the 
eater  came  something  to  eat;  out  of  the  strong  came  something  sweet” 
(14:  14).  And  when  Samson’s  wife  tried  to  coax  him  into  telling  her  the 
answer  by  saying  to  him,  “You  only  hate  me,  you  do  not  love  me;  you  have 
put  a  riddle  to  my  countrymen,  and  you  have  not  told  me  what  it  is”  (14: 
16),  Samson  added  insult  to  injury  by  countering  with,  “Behold,  I  have 
not  told  my  father  and  my  mother,  and  shall  I  tell  you?”  (14:  16.)  And 
the  well-known  incident  in  16:  6-15,  where  Delilah  tries  to  wheedle  from 
Samson  the  secret  of  his  great  strength,  is  really  a  humorous  battle  of  wits 
and  love-play — until  the  end.  But  the  playful  Samson  ultimately  had  the 
last  laugh  against  the  Philistine  captors  who  had  blinded  him  but  neglected 
to  keep  his  hair  trimmed;  for  in  the  temple  of  Dagan  he  really  brought  down 
the  house  (16:  21-30). 

The  editor  of  the  Samson  story  was  not  the  only  ancient  Israelite  who  had 
a  sense  of  humor  and  delighted  in  irony,  “irony”  being  “humor,  ridicule, 
or  slight  sarcasm  that  adopts  a  mode  of  speech  the  intended  implication  of 
which  is  the  opposite  of  the  literal  sense  of  the  words.”1  Certainly  the  prophet 
Elijah  did  not  intend  to  be  taken  literally  when  at  Mount  Carmel  he  said 
to  the  four  hundred  prophets  of  Baal,  “Cry  aloud,  for  he  [Baal]  is  a  god; 
either  he  is  musing,  or  he  has  gone  aside,  or  he  is  on  a  journey,  or  perhaps 
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he  is  asleep  and  must  be  awakened”  (1  Kings  18:  27).  Although  Elijah's 
words  could  be  described  as  ironic,  they  are  better  termed  sarcastic;  for 
while  both  ironic  and  sarcastic  comments  mean  the  opposite  of  what  they 
literally  say,  the  ironic  remark  has  a  lighter  tone  and  tends  to  prick  and 
reform,  while  sarcasm  tries  to  wound  and  destroy.2 

And  it  is  as  obvious  to  us  as  it  was  to  King  Ahab  that  Micaiah  ben  Imlah 
was  being  ironic3  when  he  said  to  Ahab,  “Go  up  and  triumph;  the  Lord  will 
give  it  [Ramoth-gilead]  into  the  hand  of  the  king”  (1  Kings  22:  15).  Whether 
it  was  the  twinkle  in  Micaiah’s  eye  or  his  slightly  sarcastic  tone  of  voice  or 
his  past  history  of  opposition  to  Ahab,  the  king  recognized  that  Micaiah 
meant  the  exact  opposite  of  what  he  said;  for  Ahab  exclaimed,  “How  many 
times  shall  I  adjure  you  that  you  speak  to  me  nothing  but  the  truth  in  the 
name  of  the  Lord?”  (vs  16.)4 

Irony  and  its  stronger  form,  sarcasm,  are  not  confined  to  the  stories  of 
Samson,  Elijah,  or  Micaiah;  the  Old  Testament  abounds  in  many  such  ex¬ 
amples.6  And  in  the  New  Testament,  there  are  over  two  hundred  examples 
of  word  play  and  related  humor.6  Jesus  himself,  it  seems  to  me,  had  a 
sense  of  humor,  or  at  least  he  deliberately  uttered  some  absurd  (see  below) 
and  ironical  statements. 

It  is  the  thesis  of  this  paper  that  one  of  Jesus’  most  misunderstood  sayings 
was  deliberate  irony— that  is,  like  Elijah  and  Micaiah  before  him,  Jesus 
on  one  particular  occasion  said  the  exact  opposite  of  what  he  actually  meant, 
and  was  probably  correctly  understood  by  his  listeners,  but  was  taken, 
unfortunately,  at  face  value  in  the  oral  and  written  traditions  of  the  apostolic 
church. 

The  particular  passage  in  question,  which  follows  immediately  after  the 
Parable  of  the  Sower,  has  given  rise  to  the  so-called  hardening  theory  in 
Mk  4:  10-12  (=Mt  13:  10-15  =  Lk  8:  9-10). 

10.  And  when  he  was  alone,  those  who  were  about  him  with  the  twelve 
asked  him  concerning  the  parables.  11.  And  he  said  to  them,  “To  you  has 
been  given  the  secret  of  the  kingdom  of  God,  but  for  those  outside  every¬ 
thing  is  in  parables;  12.  so  that  they  may  indeed  see  but  not  perceive ,  and 
may  indeed  hear  but  not  understand;  lest  they  should  turn  again  and  be  forgiven . 
(Italics  added.) 

Few  passages  in  the  New  Testament  have  been  characterized  by  such 
strongly  negative  adjectives  as  those  used  for  the  hardening  theory  of  Mk 
4:  11-12 — that  is,  for  the  idea  that  Jesus  deliberately  used  parables  to  pre¬ 
vent  “outsiders”  from  understanding  them,  thereby  making  repentence  and 
forgiveness  impossible  for  them:  for  example,  “strange”  (A.  T.  Cadoux, 
M.  L.  Mowry);  “notorious”  (A.  M.  Hunter);  “cannot  be  made  credible” 
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(C.  H,  Dodd);  “absurd”  (T.  W.  Manson);  “intolerable”  (V.  Taylor);  “pre¬ 
posterous”  (W.  Bousset);  “perverse”  (F.  C.  Grant);  “monstrous”  (R.  Otto).7 

While  a  few  modern  scholars,  like  Rudolph  Otto,8  T.  W.  Manson,9  Joachim 
Jeremias,10  and  Vincent  Taylor,11  agree  with  Henry  Barclay  Swete12  that 
Mk  4:  11-12  is  a  genuine  saying  of  Jesus — albeit  misunderstood,  contam¬ 
inated,  corrupt,  or  dislocated — most  scholars  regard  the  hardening  theory 
as  the  complete  invention  of  either  the  evangelist  himself  or  some  other 
early  Christian  apologist.13 

Much  of  our  difficulty  in  interpreting  this  passage  is  rooted  in  the  simple, 
incontestable  fact  that  we  cannot  be  sure  to  what  question  exactly  Jesus 
was  responding  in  vss  11-12.  Some  scholars,  such  as  Otto14  and  Taylor,15 
go  so  far  as  to  regard  the  question  in  any  form  as  secondary — that  is,  they 
argue  that  the  question  was  hypothesized  or  inferred  from  the  presence  of 
the  allegorical  explanation  of  the  Parable  of  the  Sower  (Mk  4:  13-20)  by 
either  Mark  or  the  tradition  he  drew  upon.  Certainly  Mark’s  they  “asked 
him  concerning  the  parables”  (4:  10)  is  vague,16  so  much  so  that  both  Matthew 
and  Luke  made  the  question  clearer  but  significantly  different  from  one 
another:  “Why  do  you  speak  to  them  in  parables?”  (Mt  13:  10);  and  “His 
disciples  asked  him  what  this  parable  [the  Parable  of  the  Sower]  meant” 
(Lk  8:  9).  Given  this  uncertainty  as  to  the  meaning  of  the  question  asked 
Jesus,  we  must  frankly  concede  that  any  suggestions  as  to  the  meaning  of 
Jesus’  answer  must  be  quite  tentative.  (I  believe,  for  instance,  that  Matthew 
has  correctly  clarified  the  question  rather  than  invented  or  altered  it,  but 
I  cannot  prove  it,  especially  since  in  Luke  the  particular  form  of  both  the 
question  and  the  answer  seems  quite  natural  and  harmonious  [so  E.  P. 
Gould]17.) 

As  noted  earlier,  the  majority  of  modern  scholars  regard  Mk  4:  11-12  as 
the  invention  of  either  Mark  or  some  earlier  Christian  apologist.  Certainly 
the  arguments  for  the  hardening  theory  being  the  product  of  apostolic 
teaching  are  impressive: 

1)  That  Jesus  deliberately  taught  in  order  to  prevent  people  from  gaining 
understanding,  insight,  and  forgiveness  seems  so  incompatible  with  Jesus* 
character18  as  well  as  with  the  obvious  purpose  of  teaching  per  se.  Were 
Jesus’  parables  intelligible  only  to  his  disciples,  it  is  puzzling  to  understand 
why  “common  people  heard  him  gladly”  (Mk  12:  37). 

2)  A  priori,  Jesus’  aim  in  using  parables  would  not  have  been  basically 
different  from  those  of  his  contemporaries  the  rabbis,19  who  used  them  to 
inform,  not  confound,  their  listeners. 

3)  The  view  that  the  parables  were  allegorical  mystifications  could  only 
have  arisen  in  a  non-Jewish  setting,  such  as  the  pagan  Roman  society  to 
which  Mark  addressed  himself.20 
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4)  It  is  incontestable  that  the  apostolic  church  used  the  hardening  theory 
to  explain  Jesus’  rejection  and  ineffectiveness  among  the  Jews,21  neither 
fact  being  really  evident  until  after  his  death. 

5)  The  hardening  theory  would  more  naturally  have  arisen  after  Jesus’ 
day,  when  many  of  his  parables  were  either  puzzling  or  totally  unintelligible 
to  Christians  who  did  not  know  the  original  context  or  setting  for  many  of 
them — that  is,  their  Sitz  im  Leben. 

6)  Both  linguistic22  and  literary23  analyses  clearly  indicate  that  Mk  4: 
13-20  (the  allegorical  explanation  of  the  Parable  of  the  Sower)  is  the  crea¬ 
tion  of  the  apostolic  age.  This  fact  makes  Mk  4:  11-12  all  the  more  suspect, 
since  vss  11-12  are  part  of  the  Sitz  im  Leben  for  4:  13-20. 

7)  Although  the  writers  of  Matthew  and  Luke  were  clearly  dependent 
upon  Mark,  they  somewhat  play  down  his  theory,  in  4:  11-12,  of  the  secretive 
or  esoteric  character  of  the  parables,  a  theory  which  was  especially  appealing 
to  Mark  because  it  was  so  compatible  with  his  theory  of  the  secret  Messiah- 
ship  of  Jesus.24 

Impressive  though  the  above  arguments  are,  they  are  not  ultimately 
convincing,  since,  as  will  be  shown  later,  there  is  too  much  linguistic  and 
psychological  evidence  for  various  elements  of  Mk  4:  11-12  being  both  old 
and  Palestinian  in  origin.  (To  be  sure,  the  allegorical  interpretation  in  Mk 
4:  13-20  is  certainly  an  apostolic  creation.25) 

With  any  saying  of  Jesus,  particularly  a  difficult  one,  there  is  always  the 
possibility  that  it  is  genuine  but  corrupt — that  is,  was  altered  when  trans¬ 
lated  from  Aramaic  into  Greek  or  at  some  time  during  the  transmission  of 
the  Greek  text.  For  our  particular  passage,  two  quite  plausible  suggestions, 
both  of  which  argue  for  a  mistranslation  of  the  Aramaic,  have  been  seriously 
advanced. 

First,  while  the  Greek  ha  used  in  Mk  4:  12  can  only  designate  purpose 
— that  is,  “in  order  that/’26  d,  the  Aramaic  particle  used  by  the  Targum  of 
Is  6:  9,  is  ambiguous,  and  can  be  interpreted  either  as  a  conjunction  intro¬ 
ducing  a  final  clause,  “in  order  that,”  or  as  the  relative  pronoun  “who.” 
Thus,  according  to  Manson,  Jesus  probably  said,  “To  you  is  given  the  secret 
of  the  Kingdom  of  God;  but  all  things  come  in  parable  to  those  outside  who 
[italics  added]  4 See  indeed  but  do  not  know  And  hear  indeed  but  not  un¬ 
derstand  Lest  they  should  repent  and  receive  forgiveness.’”  Linguistically 
possible,  Manson’s  suggestion  has  the  additional  theological  merit  of  making 
those  outside  the  kingdom,  and  not  Jesus,  responsible  for  their  lack  of  un¬ 
derstanding  and  insight.  Such  an  interpretation  is  semewhat  closer  to  the 
view  of  Mt  13:  13,  “This  is  why  I  speak  to  them  in  parables,  because  [italics 
added]  seeing  they  do  not  see,  and  hearing  they  do  not  hear,  nor  do  they  un¬ 
derstand.” 
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The  other  plausible  suggestion  for  a  mistranslation  of  the  Aramaic  under¬ 
lying  the  Greek  of  Mk  4:  12  has  been  offered  by  J.  Jeremias.27  The  Aramaic 
word  underlying  the  Greek  firjnoxe  (“lest”)  in  Mt  13:  15,  and  hence  also 
in  Mk  4:  12,  is  dylm\  as  can  be  seen  from  the  fact  that  the  Aramaic  Targum 
uses  dylm>  in  translating  the  Hebrew  pn  (“lest”)  of  Is  6: 10,  “lest  they  see  with 
their  eyes,  and  hear  with  their  ears,  and  understand  with  their  hearts,  and 
turn  and  be  healed.”  dylm\  however,  is  ambiguous,  and  can  mean  “in 
order  that  not,”  “lest  perhaps,”  or  “unless.”  The  last  meaning  was,  in  fact, 
the  one  that  later  rabbinic  exegesis  actually  chose  in  interpreting  Is  6: 
10,28  thereby  transforming  Yahweh’s  words  from  a  sentence  of  doom  to  a 
promise  of  hope  and  possible  forgiveness.  It  was  with  this  understanding 
of  Is  6:  10  that  Jesus  originally  used  it.  What  Jesus  originally  meant  was 
“to  you  has  God  given  the  secret  of  the  Kingdom  of  God;  but  to  those  who 
are  without  everything  is  obscure29  in  order  that  they  (as  it  is  written)  may 
‘see  and  yet  not  see,  may  hear  and  yet  not  understand,  unless  they  turn  and 
God  will  forgive  them.’”30 

It  is  also  possible  that  Mk  4:  11-12  was  a  genuine  saying  of  Jesus  but 
had  been  separated  from  its  original  context.  As  Jeremias  has  shown,31 
proof32  that  vs  11  is  a  genuine  saying  of  Jesus,  albeit  misplaced,  is  based 
upon  some  rather  solid  linguistic  evidence — namely,  the  presence  of  anti¬ 
thetical  parallelisms  (11a  and  lib),  the  redundant  demonstrative  (ixsivoig 
versus  rolg  efeo),  and  two  circumlocutions  for  God’s  activity  (didorai  and 
ytverai).  For  vs  12,  the  evidence  that  the  saying  is  genuine — that  is,  is 
old  and  Palestinian — is  even  stronger — namely,  the  greater  agreement  of 
vs  12  with  the  Aramaic  translation  of  Is  6:  10  than  with  either  the  MT  or 
the  LXX.  The  most  striking  form  of  this  agreement  is  that  Mk  4:  12  agrees 
with  the  Aramaic  of  Is  6:  10  in  having  “it  shall  be  forgiven  them”  [italics 
added],  instead  of  either  “I  shall  heal  them”  (LXX)  or  “it  shall  be  healed 
to  him”  (MT).33  According  to  both  Jeremias  and  Taylor,  the  genuine  saying 
behind  Mk  4:  11-12  originally  referred  to  the  whole  of  Jesus’  preaching, 
not  just  the  parables;  but  the  author  of  Mark,  not  realizing  that  in  this 
separate  logion  (vs  11)  iv  nagafloXaZg  meant  “in  riddles”  rather  than  “in 
parables,”  inserted  it  in  its  present  place. 

Persuasive  though  the  above  arguments  are  for  the  mistranslation,  cor¬ 
ruption,  or  dislocation  of  a  genuine  logion  of  Jesus,  the  most  probable  ex¬ 
planation  is  possibly  also  the  simplest.  With  the  exception  of  xal  eXeyev 
avrolg  all  of  vs  11  is  a  genuine  but  intrusive  saying  in  Mk  4:  1-12 — that  is, 
all  of  what  is  now  vs  12  originally  followed  vs  10  and  xal  eXeyev  avrolg. 
Mark’s  inherited  tradition  may  have  run  something  like  this:  “And  when 
he  was  alone,  those  who  were  about  him34  asked  him  concerning  the  parables 
[that  is,  why  he  used  them  when  they  were  not  always  understood  by  all]. 
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And  he  said  to  them,  1  That  they  may  indeed  see  but  not  perceive,  and  may 
indeed  hear  but  not  understand;  lest  they  should  turn  again  and  be  for¬ 
given!”*  To  the  Christians  of  Mark's  day,  such  an  answer  was  probably 
cryptic  if  not  absurd.  Thus,  Mark,  in  perfectly  good  faith,  attempted  to 
“explain”  Jesus'  absurd  statement  by  taking  another  independent  but 
genuine  logion,  to  the  effect  that  “for  those  outside  the  kingdom  everything” 
— all  Jesus*  teachings —  “is  in  nagapoXalq”  and  inserting  it  before  what  is 
now  4:  12.  Mark  did  not  realize  of  course  that  ev  nagapoAaZg  in  the  separate 
logion  meant  “in  riddles”  rather  than  “in  parables.”35 

To  concede  that  Jesus’  answer  (vs  12)  to  the  question  (vs  10)  is  absurd 
does  not  rule  out  its  being  both  genuine  and  in  its  original  context.  In 
fact,  “the  very  unexpectedness  of  the  saying  proclaims  it  is  original.”36 
After  all,  Jesus  uttered  several  hyperboles  so  absurd  that  they  would  hardly 
have  been  attributed  to  him  unless  he  had  actually  uttered  them: 

It  is  easier  for  a  camel  to  go  through  the  eye  of  a  needle  than  for  a  rich  man 
to  enter  the  kingdom  of  God.  (Mk  10:  25  =  Mt  19:  24  =  Lk  18:  25) 

Why  do  you  see  the  speck  that  is  in  your  brother’s  eye,  but  do  not  notice 
the  log  that  is  in  your  own  eye?  (Mt  7:  3  =  Lk  6:  41) 

For  truly,  I  say  to  you,  if  you  have  faith  as  a  grain  of  mustard  seed,  you 
will  say  to  this  mountain,  “Move  hence  to  yonder  place,”  and  it  will  move; 
and  nothing  will  be  impossible  to  you.  (Mt  17:  20).  [Cf  Lk  17:  6,  where  es¬ 
sentially  the  same  point  is  said  about  moving  a  sycamine  tree  into  the  sea.] 

Mark  was  quite  justified  in  retaining  Jesus’  admittedly  absurd  answer; 
he  erred,  however,  in  failing  to  understand  it  as  irony.  The  great  danger  in 
using  irony  is  of  course  that  “the  ironist  depends  on  his  listener  or  reader 
for  recognition,  and  therefore  risks  misunderstanding.”37  But  where  the 
total  context  for  a  saying  is  clear,  there  is  little  chance  of  the  words  being 
taken  literally.  When,  for  example,  a  young  boy  sees  his  father  entering 
the  house  with  his  clothes  soaking,  dripping  wet,  with  the  lightning  flashing 
outside  and  the  thunder  crashing  overhead,  and  hears  his  father  exclaim, 
“Beautiful  day  for  a  walk,”  there  is  little  likelihood  of  the  boy’s  taking 
those  words  literally.  The  details  of  the  total  situation — that  is,  the  obvious 
signs  of  inclement  weather,  the  father's  wet  clothes,  his  facial  expression 
and  body  posture,  his  tone  of  voice,  the  particular  emphasis  the  father  gives 
the  various  words — all  enable  the  boy  to  understand  that  his  father  does 
not  really  mean  what  he  literally  says,  but  the  exact  opposite.  If,  however, 
we  ourselves  had  not  witnessed  the  actual  scene  and  had  only  read  about 
it,  then  the  fewer  details  we  knew,  the  greater  the  likelihood  of  our  taking 
the  father’s  observation  as  literally  true,  especially  if  we  read  only,  “The 
boy  went  to  the  door,  and  his  father  exclaimed,  ‘Beautiful  day  for  a  walk  I  ’” 
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It  is  my  contention  that  in  dealing  with  Mk  4:  12  we  are  in  a  roughly  anal¬ 
ogous  situation:  the  details  of  the  original  setting  are  totally  lost  to  us, 
the  readers.  We  have  only  the  disciples’  question,  imperfectly  preserved 
in  the  Synoptics,  and  Jesus’  answer.  The  evangelists  give  us  no  clue  as  to 
the  expression  in  Jesus’  eyes  or  on  his  mouth,  no  clue  concerning  his  tone 
of  voice  or  the  particular  emphasis  given  the  various  words.  We  have  only 
Jesus’  bald  answer,  and  that  answer  is  clearly  absurd. 

Jesus  recognized  its  absurdity:  that  is  precisely  why  he  said  it.  After  all, 
the  answer  to  the  question  was  so  self-evident.  Like  the  rabbis  of  his  day, 
Jesus  taught  in  parables  simply  because  the  people  could  understand  and 
remember  them.  Common  folk  did  learn  from  them;  they  did  see  and  hear 
new  truths,  sometimes  at  the  time  the  parable  was  told  or  when  it  was  pon¬ 
dered  later.  One  of  the  greatest  appeals  of  Jesus’  parables  was  that  one  could 
see  the  religious  truths  as  they  were  incarnate  in  everyday  objects  and  people. 
His  parables,  in  contrast  to  abstract  theological  pronouncements,  were  so 
graphic  and  filled  with  moving  images.38  They  never  featured  the  unusual, 
the  esoteric  activity,  or  unbelievable  people.  His  parables  concerned  com¬ 
monplace  objects  and  everyday  activities  and  persons — birds  and  plants, 
eating  and  farming,  beggars  and  tax  collectors,  fathers  and  sons.  Thanks 
to  his  mastery  of  dialogue  in  his  longer  parables,  one  could  hear  the  religious 
truths  embodied  in  the  conversations  of  ordinary  people  and  their  ex¬ 
periences.39 

Thus,  when  asked  why  he  spoke  in  parables,  Jesus  spoke  ironically  and 
said,  in  effect,  something  like  this:  “Why  do  I  teach  in  parables?  Why 
I  tell  them  so  that  people  won’t  see.  I  tell  them  so  they  won’t  hear.  After 
all,  I  wouldn’t  want  to  instruct  the  people  or  save  them.”  The  Sitz  im 
Leben — that  is,  his  facial  expression,  tone  of  voice,  and  body  posture,  the 
witness  of  his  entire  ministry  would,  it  was  hoped,  have  indicated  to  his 
listeners  that  he  meant  the  exact  opposite. 

But  whether  or  not  his  disciples  understood  the  saying  preserved  in  vs  12 
as  irony,  the  writer  of  Mark  clearly  did  not.  So  he  took  another  saying  of 
Jesus,  a  logion  to  the  effect  that  for  those  outside  the  kingdom  everything 
was  a  riddle  (vs  11),  and  in  perfectly  good  faith  used  this  independent  saying 
as  a  prelude  to  the  cryptic  saying  now  in  vs  12. 

If  the  above  interpretation  of  Mk  4:  10-12  is  essentially  correct,  then 
several  other  considerations  or  implications  are  in  order.  First,  and  contrary 
to  common  consensus,  Jesus  may  not  have  been  alluding  to  Is  6:  6-10  at 
all .  While  the  Greek  of  Mk  4:  12  indisputably  echoes  the  Greek  of  Is  6: 
9, 40  this  fact  may  be  the  result  of  Mark's  thinking  of  Is  6:  9  rather  than  of 
Jesus’  actually  alluding  to  it.  After  all,  in  speaking  about  unseeing  eyes 
and  unhearing  ears,  Jesus  could  just  as  easily  have  been  influenced  by 
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Pss  115:  5-7  (LXX  113:  13-15):  “They  [the  idols]  have  mouths,  but  do  not 
speak;  eyes,  but  do  not  see.  They  have  ears,  but  do  not  hear;  noses,  but 
do  not  smell,”  and  135:  16-17  (LXX  134:  16-17),  where  idols  are  spoken  of 
again.  Thus,  the  undoubted  allusions  to  Is  6:  9  in  Mk  4:  12  may  be  more 
the  creation  of  Mark  or  some  other  early  Christian  apologist  than  the  ac¬ 
curate  preservation  of  Jesus’  own  words.  Second,  if  Jesus  had  really  intended 
to  advocate  the  hardening  theory,  then  he  should  have  included  the  most 
specific  and  damning  part  of  Is  6:  10 — namely,  “Make  the  heart  of  this 
people  fat,  and  their  ears  heavy,  and  shut  their  eyes.”  Third,  the  writer 
of  Matthew,  recognizing  that  the  hardening  theory  in  Mark  was  not  really 
credible  and  yet  failing  to  recognize  the  saying  behind  Mk  4:  12  as  irony, 
did  the  next  best  thing:  he  had  Jesus  say,  “This  is  why  I  speak  to  them  in 
parables,  because  [< Sri ,  instead  of  Mark  and  Luke’s  ha]  seeing  they  do 
not  see,  and  hearing  they  do  not  hear,  nor  do  they  understand”  (13:  13), 
thereby  making  those  outside  the  kingdom  themselves  responsible  for  their 
plight.  Luke  further  “improved”  on  the  difficult  saying  by  totally  omitting 
the  most  offensive  part  of  Mk  4:  12 —  namely,  “lest  they  should  turn  again 
and  be  forgiven.” 

Jesus  was  evidently  a  very  serious  man.  But  this  does  not  mean  that 
he  was  devoid  of  a  sense  of  humor  or  afraid  to  resort  to  the  use  of  irony. 
Down  through  the  ages  prophets,  rabbis,41  and  preachers  have  made  them¬ 
selves  more  appealing  and  their  views  more  memorable  by  the  effective 
use  of  many  kinds  of  humor,  including  irony.  Sometimes  misunderstood 
by  their  listeners,  they  were  more  often  misunderstood  by  their  readers. 
In  this  matter,  Jesus  was  no  exception. 


Notes 

1  Webster's  Third  New  International  Dictionary ,  unabr.  (1961),  p.  1195.  But  not  all 
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22  J.  Jeremias,  The  Parables  of  Jesus,  pp.  77-79;  R.  Bultmann,  The  History  of  the 
Synoptic  Tradition,  trans.  John  Marsh  (1965),  pp.  187,  199. 

23  Virtually  all  modern  scholars  agree  that  the  allegorical  explanation  of  the  Parable 
of  the  Sower  is  invented. 

24  First  developed  by  Wrede  in  Das  Messiasgeheimnis  in  den  Evangelien  (1901). 

25  Since  the  epochal  work  of  A.  Jtilicher,  op.  cit.,  scholars  have  tended  to  regard  not 
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only  Mk  4:  13-20  but  also  the  allegorical  interpretations  in  Mt  13:  37-43;  49-50;  and  Jn 
10:  7-18  as  creations  of  the  apostolic  age.  For  a  fascinating  survey  of  the  history  of  the 
allegorization  of  parables,  see  JQlicher,  pp.  203-322. 

26  So  Manson,  op.  cit.,  p.  78.  But  some  scholars  disagree,  arguing  that  the  Iv a  of  Koine 
Greek  has  lost  the  idea  of  purpose  in  many  places,  including  this  one.  Thus  C.  C.  Torrey 
argues  that  Iva  can  be  used  to  translate  the  Aramaic  d,  which  means,  among  other  things, 
"who”  (The  Four  Gospels  [1933],  pp.  75-76).  Far  less  convincing  is  the  assertion  that 
Iva  here  should  be  understood  as  virtually  equivalent  to  on  (so  W.  C.  Allen,  The  Gospel 
According  to  St .  Mark  [1915],  p.  80),  or  to  wore,  where,  by  means  of  the  Hebrew  lm€n 
"the  result  is  ironically  described  as  a  purpose .”  (Alan  H.  M'Neile,  The  Gospel  According 
to  St.  Matthew  [1965],  p.  192.)  (This  well-known  phenomenon  in  the  Bible  of  confusing 
result  with  purpose  is,  I  think,  better  explained  on  psychological,  not  linguistic,  grounds.) 

27  The  Parables  of  Jesus,  pp.  17-18. 

28  See  Jeremias,  op.  cit.,  p.  17,  n.  26. 

29  Jeremias'  use  of  the  word  "obscure”  in  the  sense  of  having  the  character  of  a  riddle 
is  certainly  defensible  here,  since  naQafioXrj  is  the  stock  Greek  translation  for  the  Hebrew, 
mdSal  [Aramaic  metal\,  the  word  meaning  riddle  as  well  as  parable,  e.g.,  Ps  49:  4  (Heb  5), 
78:  2;  Ezek  17:  2  f;  and  Prov  1:  6,  where  maSal  is  parallel  with  hidah,  the  regular  Hebrew 
word  for  riddle.  See  also  J.  W.  Hunkin,  JTS  16  (1915),  372-91,  who  suggests  "Everything 
comes  to  a  riddle.” 

30  The  Parables  of  Jesus ,  p.  17. 

31  Ibid.,  p.  15. 

32  Establishing  that  a  saying  is  old  and  Palestinian  as  well  as  “compatible”  with  the 
character  and  teachings  of  Jesus  as  a  whole  is  about  the  closest  one  can  come  to  “proving” 
that  Jesus  uttered  a  particular  logion. 

33  For  details,  see  Manson,  op.  cit.,  p.  77. 

34  Many  scholars  regard  ovv  roig  dt&dexa  as  secondary.  See  V.  Taylor,  op.  cit., 
p.  255. 

35  See  n.  29. 

36  H.  B.  Swete,  op.  cit.,  p.  4. 

37  E.  M.  Good,  op.  cit.,  p.  32. 

38  E.g.,  from  the  point  of  view  of  vividness  and  clarity  of  meaning,  cf  the  Parable  of 
the  Good  Samaritan  (Lk  10:  29-37)  with  the  rather  abstract  declaration  it  illustrates  in 
Mk  12:  31:  “You  shall  love  your- neighbor  as  yourself.” 

39  E.g.,  the  parables  of  the  Prodigal  Son  (Lk  15:  11-32);  the  Great  Supper  (Mt  22: 
1-14);  and  the  Last  Judgment  (Mt  25;  31-46). 

40  Cf  axovovreg  dxovcoaiv  and  flXenovreg  fiXincootv  of  Mk  4:  12  with  axofj  dxovaere 
and  pXinovxeg  ffXixpe re  of  Is  6:  9  (Sm'w  Smw 1  and  wr*w  ryw ),  where  to  express  emphasis 
a  Greek  finite  verb  is  used  for  rendering  the  Heb  infinitive  absolute.  Such  Greek  construc¬ 
tions  are  hebraisms  found  only  in  the  Greek  of  the  Septuagint.  (That  Mt  13:  14-15, 
Jn  12:  40,  and  Acts  28:  26-27  are  clearly  quotes  of  Is  6:  9-10  may  be  further  evidence 
that  where  Is  6:  9-10  is  intended,  it  is  clearly  quoted  rather  than  alluded  to.) 

41  Among  his  talmudic  scholars,  Rabbah  (third  century  a.d.),  for  example,  had  a  repu¬ 
tation  for  great  seriousness;  yet  even  he  "used  to  say  something  humorous”  to  cheer  his 
students  before  he  lectured  to  them  (so  Sabbath  30b  in  B.T.). 
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Word  as  Power  in  the 
Ancient  Near  East 


With  the  steadily  mounting  discoveries  of  texts  from  the  ancient 
Near  East  and  the  publication  of  reliably  translated  and  interpreted  litera¬ 
ture,  we  have  never  been  in  a  better  position  to  examine  the  concepts,  ideals, 
and  institutions  of  a  world  so  different  and  yet  so  like  our  own.  The  alien 
character  of  that  world  warns  us  against  a  facile,  and  distorting,  moderniza¬ 
tion  of  its  ethos;  yet  a  cautious  and  critical  use  of  historical  analogy  points 
up  elements  shared  by  men  of  all  ages,  even  though  the  appropriation  of 
these  elements  may  differ  in  quality  and  intensity.  As  Aristotle  noted,  man 
is  a  “being  of  the  word”  ( zoon  logon  ekori),  and  it  is  the  spoken  and  written 
word  that  signalizes  man’s  preeminence  amidst  the  silence  of  the  plant 
world  and  the  cacophony  of  sentient  life.1  A  common  theme  in  the  ancient 
Near  East  is  the  power  of  the  word.  The  evidence  is  now  clear  that  the  OT 
is  but  one  of  many  ancient  witnesses  to  the  thfcme  of  the  word  endowed 
with  power. 

The  Bible  no  longer  stands  alone  as  witness  to  this  concept.  In  fact,  the 
OT  inherited,  with  only  slight  modifications,  this  dynamistic  notion  of  the 
efficacious  word,  applying  it  according  to  its  own  theological  needs  and 
within  the  limits  of  its  orthodoxy.  Hypostatization  of  the  divine  word, 
for  example,  played  little  or  no  part  in  the  OT,  whateyer  may  have  been 
its  extraordinary  development  in  the  NT. 

It  seems  that  at  the  very  beginning,  a  magical  significance  was  attached 
to  the  word  in  the  ancient  world.  Pronounced  under  the  right  circumstances, 
this  word  was  thought  to  have  irresistible  power  for  good  or  evil.  Studies 
in  comparative  religion  provide  countless  examples  of  the  word  conceived 
as  a  magical  power  by  which  men  could  gain  some  control  over  their  pre- 
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carious  environment.  The  spells,  rituals,  and  execrations  were  so  many 
techniques  by  which  results  were  achieved.  We,  who  make  an  essential 
distinction  between  an  action  and  a  formula,  rite,  or  symbolic  act,  find  it 
hard  to  understand  the  mentality  of  people  for  whom  such  distinctions  had 
little  or  no  meaning,  since  symbol  and  reality  coalesced. 

When  the  gods  of  Mesopotamia  had  conferred  kingship  upon  one  of  their 
number,  Marduk,  they  wanted  assurance  that  Marduk’s  word  really  had 
that  magical  power  which  brought  results.  They  devised  a  test: 

They  placed  a  garment  in  their  midst 
And  said  to  Marduk  their  firstborn: 

“O  Lord,  thy  lot  is  truly  highest  among  the  gods. 

Command  annihilation  and  existence,  and 
May  both  come  true. 

May  thy  spoken  word  destroy  the  garment, 

Then  speak  again  and  may  it  be  intact.” 

He  spoke  -  and  at  his  word  the  garment  was  destroyed. 

He  spoke  again,  the  garment  Reappeared. 

The  gods,  his  fathers,  seeing  [the  power  of]  his  word, 

Rejoiced,  paid  homage:  “Marduk  is  king.”2 

In  Sumerian  culture,  the  basis  of  Mesopotamian  civilization,  the  dogma  of 
the  divine  word  as  creative  power  became  firmly  established. 

All  that  the  creating  deity  had  to  do,  according  to  this  doctrine,  was  to  lay 
his  plans,  utter  the  word,  and  pronounce  the  name.  This  notion  of  the 
creative  power  of  the  divine  word  was  probably  also  the  result  of  an  ana¬ 
logical  inference  based  on  observation  of  human  society:  if  a  human  king 
could  achieve  almost  all  he  wanted  by  command,  by  no  more  than  what 
seemed  to  be  the  words  of  his  mouth,  how  much  more  was  possible  for  the 
immortal  and  superhuman  deities  in  charge  of  the  four  realms  of  the  uni¬ 
verse.  But  perhaps  this  “easy”  solution  of  the  cosmological  problems,  in 
which  thought  and  word  alone  are  so  important,  is  largely  a  reflection  of 
the  drive  to  escape  into  hopeful  wish  fulfillment  characteristic  of  practi¬ 
cally  all  humans  in  times  of  stress  and  misfortune.3 

A  bilingual  text  (Sumerian  and  Akkadian)  containing  a  hymn  to  the  moon 
god  Nanna,  celebrates  the  power  of  his  word: 

Thou  !  When  thy  word  is  pronounced  in  heaven  the 
Igigi4  prostrate  themselves. 

Thou  1  When  thy  word  is  pronounced  on  earth  the 
Anunnaki  kiss  the  ground. 

Thou  !  When  thy  word  drifts  along  in  heaven  like  the  wind 
it  makes  rich  the  feeding  and  drinking  of  the  land. 

Thou !  When  thy  word  settles  down  on  the  earth 
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green  vegetation  is  produced. 

Thou  !  Thy  word  makes  fat  the  sheepfold  and  the  stall; 
it  makes  living  creatures  widespread. 

Thou  I  Thy  word  causes  truth  and  justice  to  be, 
so  that  the  people  speak  the  truth. 

Thou !  Thy  word  which  is  far  away  in  heaven,  which  is 
hidden  in  the  earth  is  something  no  one  sees. 

Thou  !  Who  can  comprehend  thy  word,  who  can  equal  it  ? 

O  Lord,  in  heaven  as  to  dominion,  on  earth  as  to  valor, 
among  the  gods  thy  brothers,  thou  hast  not  a  rival.5 

A  text  from  the  Babylonian  Records  in  the  library  of  J.  Pierpont  Morgan 
explicitly  associates  the  word  of  power  with  the  phenomena  of  nature. 

[umu]  a-mat  Anu 
umu  a-mat  Enlil 
umu  uggat  libbi  §a  Anu  rabi 
The  storm  is  the  word  of  Anu, 

The  storm  is  the  word  of  Enlil, 

The  storm  is  the  wrath  of  the  great  Anu.6 

A  somewhat  more  sophisticated  notion  of  the  word  as  something  conceived 
underlies  a  difficult  passage  in  the  Sumerian  “Exaltation  of  Inanna.” 
Enheduanna,  princess,  priestess,  and  poetess,  seems  to  describe  her  magni¬ 
ficent  creative  effort  in  this  hymn  to  the  goddess  as  something  to  which 
she  gave  birth.  The  word  of  this  hymn  was  conceived  by  Enheduanna.7 

Over  sixty  years  ago,  Stephen  Langdon  published  translations  of  laments 
and  hymns  extolling  the  word  of  Enlil,  a  god  of  the  Sumerian  pantheon, 
and  of  lesser  gods.  The  following  is  taken  from  a  service  of  lament  involving 
the  word  of  Enlil: 


Of  exalted  heaven,  lofty  is  his  word. 

Of  the  divine  heaven  god  lofty  is  his  word. 

Of  Enlil  lofty  is  his  word. 

If  his  word  be  brought  to  a  seer,  the  seer  falters. 

If  his  word  be  brought  to  a  prophet,  the  prophet  falters. 

If  his  word  be  pronounced  to  a  youth,  the  youth 
breaks  into  sobbing. 

If  his  word  be  pronounced  to  a  maid,  the  maid 
breaks  into  sobbing. 

When  his  word  goes  forth  in  its  grandeur,  it 
brings  the  land  to  ruin  .  .  .8 

The  lamentation  was  a  well-established  literary  form  in  ancient  Surtier. 

The  “Lamentation  over  the  Destruction  of  Ur,”  occasioned  by  the  fall  of 
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Ur  III  and  the  collapse  of  the  dynasty,  pictures  the  catastrophe  as  resulting 
from  the  decrees  (words)  of  the  gods: 

After  they  [Anu  and  Enlil]  had  pronounced  the  utter 

destruction  of  my  city; 

After  they  had  pronounced  the  utter  destruction  of  Ur, 

After  they  had  directed  that  its  people  be  killed — 

On  that  day  verily  I  abandoned  not  my  city; 

My  land  verily  I  forsake  not  .... 

Verily  Anu  changed  not  his  word; 

Verily  Enlil  with  its  “It  is  good;  so  be  it” 
soothed  not  my  heart  .  .  . 

Me  of  my  city  verily  they  deprived ; 

My  Ur  of  me  verily  they  deprived . 

Anu  changes  not  his  command; 

Enlil  alters  not  the  command  which  he  had  issued.9 

The  verdict  was  passed  in  the  assembly  of  the  gods,  and  the  word  was  al¬ 
lowed  to  run  its  course.  From  the  viewpoint  of  the  scientific  historian, 
Ur  was  annihilated  by  the  barbarian  hordes  which  swept  in  from  Elam. 
For  the  Sumerian,  the  invaders  were  only  the  outward  manifestation  and 
agents  of  the  great  storm  god  Enlil,  executor  of  the  decree  passed  in  the 
assembly.  The  cosmic  were  more  important  than  the  historical  forces  in 
the  catastrophe  which  overwhelmed  Ur: 

On  that  day  the  word — who  knows  its  meaning? — 
attacked  like  a  storm, 

The  word  of  Enlil  that  winds  to  the  right,  knows  the  left, 

Enlil  who  decrees  the  fates,  this  is  what  he  did.10 

The  Sumerian  lamentation  was  generally  classed  as  a  “ balag ,”  a  character¬ 
istic  genre  in  literature  which  specialized  in  mourning  over  great  public 
disasters.  The  poem  had  a  function  beyond  that  of  giving  expression  to 
grief.  The  balag  was  recited  to  the  accompaniment  of  a  drum  (balag)  and 
a  similar  instrument  ( iib ),  and  it  was  meant  to  soothe  the  wrath  of  the  gods 
who  had  brought  on  the  disaster.11 

In  the  ideology  of  the  Tammuz  cult,  celebrated  at  the  end  of  spring  and 
commemorating  the  death  of  the  vegetation  god,  it  is  the  word  of  lamenta¬ 
tion  which  alone  can  compensate  for  the  loss  of  the  god  and  the  waning  vigor 
of  natural  life.  The  power  of  the  word,  inhering  in  its  expression  of  intense 
human  grief  and  longing,  reassures  the  devotees  of  Tammuz  that  the  god 
will  return.  The  mourners  will  not  permit  him  to  sleep  in  death;  they  cannot 
resign  themselves  to  the  loss  of  him,  for  the  life-energies  of  their  world 
depend  on  bringing  him  back  from  the  netherworld 12 
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A  consistent  characteristic  of  the  word,  when  uttered  by  a  king  or,  es¬ 
pecially,  by  a  god,  was  its  unalterability.  In  a  Babylonian  text  from  the 
eighth  century  b.c.,  it  is  said  of  a  god: 

....  whose  word  is  favorable,  whose  utterance 

[cannot  be  changed],  whose  command  cannot  be  altered  .  .  .  .13 

In  the  Epilogue  to  the  Creation  Epic  ( Enuma  Elish ),  Marduk’s  word  is 
praised  in  these  terms: 

Firm  in  his  order,  his  command  unalterable, 

The  utterance  of  his  mouth  no  god  shall  change.14 

To  these  texts  may  now  be  added  the  recently  translated  supplement  tct 
the  Sumerian  Lament: 

The  verdict  of  the  assembly  cannot  be  turned  back. 

The  word  commanded  by  Enlil  knows  no  overturning.15 

At  this  stage  of  man’s  thinking,  the  word  appears  to  be  apprehended  as 
a  unit  of  power  which  has  its  own  independent  and  fixed  existence.  The 
word’s  function  as  a  term  of  signification  does  not  seem  to  have  emerged 
clearly;  the  line  between  the  concept  and  the  thing  is  blurred.  Instead  of 
pointing  to  some  objective  content,  the  word  sets  itself  in  place  of  this  con¬ 
tent,  becoming  a  power  which  exercises  its  own  proper  influence  upon  events. 
It  has  an  extracommunicative  power.16 

The  discoveries  at  ancient  Mari  on  the  Euphrates  have  illuminated  many 
phases  of  OT  study,  but  none  more  than  the  phenomenon  of  prophecy. 
Without  questioning  the  uniqueness  of  this  great  spiritual  movement  in 
Israel,  scholars  have  become  increasingly  aware  of  the  analogies  existing 
between  Israelite  institutions,  such  as  prophecy,  kingship,  priesthood,  and 
their  counterparts  in  the  ancient  Near  East.17  The  contents  of  the  prophetic 
texts  from  Mari  range  over  a  fairly  broad  field.  In  the  first  texts  to  be 
published,  cultic  matters,  such  as  the  care  of  a  temple  or  an  increase  of 
mortuary  offerings  for  a  deceased  king,  formed  the  subject  matter.  The 
material  came  from  towns  other  than  Mari,  such  as  Aleppo,  Tuttul,  and 
Terqa.  Subsequent  prophetic  texts,  coming  from  Mari  itself,  are  almost 
wholly  concerned  with  the  person  of  the  king,  his  security  and  prosperity, 
especially  in  military  matters. 

An  example  of  one  of  these  texts  from  Mari  will  illustrate  the  form  and 
spirit  of  these  unusual  documents.  King  Zimri-Lim  of  Mari  is  addressed 
by  his  wife  Sibtu,  who  reports  on  a  message  uttered  in  the  local  temple  of 
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the  goddess  Annunltum  by  a  certain  Selebum.  He  pronounced  the  message 
of  the  goddess  (note  that  he  speaks  in  the  strict  sense  as  the  mouthpiece 
of  the  goddess,  in  persona  Dei)  while  caught  up  in  a  trance: 

Speak  to  m[y]  lord:  Thus  Sibtu  your  maid-servant.  The  palace  is  safe  and 
sound.  In  the  temple  of  Annunltum,  on  the  third  day  [of  the  month]  Sele- 
bum  went  into  a  trance.  Thus  [spoke]  Annunltum:  “0  Zimri-Lim,  with 
a  revolt  they  would  put  you  to  the  test.  Guard  yourself.  Put  at  your 
side  servants,  your  controllers  whom  you  love.  Station  them  so  they  can 
guard  you.  Do  not  go  ab[ou]t  by  yourself.  And  as  for  the  men  who  wo[uld 
pjut  you  to  the  test,  I  shall  deliv[er]  these  men  into  your  hand.”  I  have 
now  hereby  despatched  to  my  lord  the  hair  and  the  fringe  of  the  cult- 
[ player]. 8 

Making  all  allowances  for  the  similarities  which  exist  between  prophecy  in 
Israel  and  Mari,  extending  sometimes  even  to  the  phrasing  of  oracles,  it 
would  be  an  error,  methodologically,  to  conclude  that  the  later  was  simply 
a  borrowing  from  the  earlier.  The  science  of  comparative  religion  is  at  its 
best  when,  alongside  undoubted  similarities,  it  can  point  up  what  is  specific 
and  unique  in  a  given  phenomenon.  The  differences  between  the  two,  Mari 
and  Israel,  touch  subject  matter  more  than  form  or  style.  In  the  OT,  we 
are  moving  in  a  world  far  removed  from  that  of  Mesopotamia.  The  prophets 
saw  themselves  as  spokesmen  of  a  transcendent  God  who,  in  a  mysterious 
and  unique  way,  had  chosen  a  people  as  his  own  by  uniting  them  with  him 
in  covenant.  The  prophet  had  the  task,  essentially,  of  keeping  the  people 
faithful  to  covenant  demands;  his  message  grew  out  of  an  historical  context, 
with  all  its  attendant  ambiguities,  but  there  was  in  it  a  transcendent  dimen¬ 
sion  peculiar  to  Israel. 

The  words  of  the  OT  writing  prophets,  in  particular,  can  in  no  way  be  com¬ 
pared  with  the  statements  of  the  Mari  messengers.  They  deal  with  guilt 
and  punishment,  being  and  non-being,  the  present  and  the  future  of  the 
Israelite  people  as  a  people  chosen  for  a  special  service  by  God;  they  also 
seek  to  explain  the  present  great  and  stirring  world  events  as  taking  place 
according  to  the  will  of  God,  leading  to  a  future  goal  which  is  itself  also 
the  will  of  God.19 

In  that  other  great  center  of  Near  Eastern  civilization,  Egypt,  our  closest 
attestation  to  the  dynamic,  creative  word  is  found  in  the  Memphite  Theology. 
There  is  no  single,  canonical  doctrine  of  creation  in  Egypt;  but  the  Memphite 
Theology,  so  different  from  other  crude  creation  accounts  in  Egyptian  liter¬ 
ature,  comes  close  to  an  abstract,  refined  approach  to  the  creation  of  the 
world.  The  extant  text  in  which  the  Theology  is  expressed  comes  from  about 
700  b.c.,  but  the  material  itself  demonstrably  comes  from  one  of  the  earliest 
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periods  of  Egyptian  history.  At  this  time,  the  first  dynasties  established 
their  new  capital  at  Memphis,  the  city  of  the  god  Ptah.  The  theology  ex¬ 
pressed  in  the  text  was  calculated  to  enhance  the  national  prestige  of  this 
new  site,  Memphis. 

Earlier  creation  texts  portrayed  the  creative  act  in  physical  and  sometimes 
repellent  terms.  In  the  Memphite  Theology,  which  is  unusually  intellectual 
in  its  orientation,  Ptah  conceives  the  gods  and  the  rest  of  the  world  through 
the  thought  of  his  heart  and  the  utterance  of  his  mouth.  This  notion  of 
creation  by  means  of  thought  and  speech  undoubtedly  had  its  basis  in  the 
everyday  experience  of  the  ruler,  who  decides  and  then  commands.  The 
only  relationship  that  this  Theology  has  to  the  other,  more  materialistic, 
conceptions  is  the  use  of  “heart”  for  thought  and  “tongue”  for  command. 

Ptah  the  Great,  that  is,  the  heart  and  tongue 
of  the  Ennead; 

[Ptah]  .  .  .  who  gave  birth  to  the  gods;  .  .  . 

There  came  into  being  as  the  heart  and 

there  came  into  being  as  the  tongue  (something)  in  the  form 

of  Atum.  The  mighty  Great  One  is  Ptah,  who  transmitted 

[life  to  ail  gods],  as  well  as  (to)  their  ka*s , 

through  this  heart,  by  which  Horus  became  Ptah,  and 

through  this  tongue,  by  which  Thoth  became  Ptah. 

[Ptah’s  first  creation,  through  thought  and  word, 
was  the  creator-god  Atum.  Horus  and  Thoth,  associated 
gods,  stand  for  the  organs  of  thought  and  speech.] 

(Thus)  it  happened  that  the  heart  and  tongue  gained 
control  over  [every]  (other)  member  of  the  body,  by 
teaching  that  he  is  in  every  body  and  in  every  mouth 
of  all  gods,  all  men,  [all]  cattle,  all  creeping  things, 
and  (everything)  that  lives,  by  thinking  and  commanding 
everything  that  he  wishes.20 

Further  developments  of  this  concept  of  the  creative  word  are  summarized 
by  Wilson: 

Because  the  Egyptian  thought  of  the  word  in  physical,  concrete  terms 
and  because  the  priesthood  was  the  interpreter  of  what  was  divine,  this 
“word  of  god”  came  to  be  treated  as  a  body  of  literature,  the  sacred  writings, 
but  it  was  still  the  directive  speech  given  by  the  gods.  A  dead  noble  was 
promised  “every  good  and  pure  thing,  in  conformance  to  that  writing  of 
the  word  of  god  which  [the  god  of  wisdom]  Thoth  made.”  In  another  pas¬ 
sage  one  scribe  chides  another  for  the  impious  presumption  of  his  boasting: 
“I  am  astonished  when  thou  sayest:  *  I  am  more  profound  as  a  scribe  than 
heaven,  or  earth,  or  the  underworld  ! '  .  .  .  The  house  of  books  is  concealed 
and  invisible;  the  council  of  its  gods  is  hidden  and  distant  ....  Thus  I 
answer  thee:  ‘Beware  lest  thy  fingers  approach  the  word  of  God!'”  What 
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the  gods  have  said  is  in  itself  directive  and  controlling;  it  sets  an  order  within 
which  man  and  the  other  elements  of  the  universe  operate. 

Thus  the  “word  of  the  god”  is  nothing  so  simple  in  these  contexts  as 
“divine  writing”  or  hieroglyphic.  It  is  the  word  or  concern  or  business  of 
the  gods  which  applies  to  the  elements  which  the  gods  have  created  .  .  . 
Creation  was  accompanied  and  directed  by  a  word  which  expressed  some 
kind  of  a  divine  order  in  order  to  comprehend  the  created  elements.21 

At  least  once,  therefore,  in  Egyptian  religious  history,  thought  and  word 
were  conceived  as  instruments  of  world  creation,  giving  to  this  act  a  new 
spiritual  significance.  A  distinction  was  made  between  the  spiritual,  creative 
word  which  expresses  thought  and  the  world  as  an  aggregate  of  observable, 
material  beings.22 

In  connection  with  the  Memphite  Theology,  it  is  pertinent  to  mention 
two  personified  deities,  Hu,  “authoritative  utterance,1’  and  Sia,  “perception,11 
who  appear  in  the  earliest  Egyptian  texts.  We  have  to  do  here  with  godlike 
qualities,  perception  or  understanding,  and  authoritative  utterance  or  com¬ 
mand,  which  are  able  to  create  something  new.  Together,  they  added  up 
to  the  authority  to  govern.  In  one  of  the  Pyramid  Texts  (Pyr.  300),  it  is 
said  that  a  ruling  god  leaves  his  shrine  and  hands  over  his  office  to  the  de¬ 
ceased  king,  because  the  king  “has  captured  Hu,  has  control  of  Sia.11 

It  has  been  suggested  that  Hu  and  Sia,  as  assistants  of  the  creator  god 
Re-Atum,  have  provided  the  model  for  the  Memphite  Theology,  in  which 
Ptah  creates  with  his  heart,  seat  of  intelligence,  and  his  tongue,  organ  of 
speech.23  How  similar  the  two  theologies  of  creation  are  can  be  gathered 
from  two  texts,  the  first  an  obscure  Coffin  Text,  and  the  second  from  the 
Denderah  Temple: 

I  am  Hu;  what  I  said  was  something  good  (?), 

which  went  forth  from  my  mouth, 

and  the  good  that  I  say  is  done  accordingly. 

For  I  am  Hu,  I  am  Hu.24 

The  Denderah  Text  mentions  both  Hu  and  Sia  as  creative  powers.  Of 
Hu,  it  is  said: 

The  tongue  of  the  child  [i.e.,  the  king],  the  judge  of 
the  Ennead, 

commanding  among  the  gods,  nothing  has  come  into  existence 
that  he  has  not  said  (i.e.,  without  his  word). 

And  of  Sia: 

Heart  of  Re,  commanding  in  his  beauty,  the  beloved  of  the 
Great  one,  leader  of  the  Eternity,  ten  thousands  live  from 
that  which  he  has  created.25 


Word  as  Power  in  the  Ancient  Near  East 


353 


To  sum  up,  the  Memphite  Theology,  which  goes  back  to  the  First  Dynasty 
in  Egypt,  articulates  a  creation  belief  in  which  the  god  Ptah,  by  the  power 
of  thought  and  commanding  word,  brings  into  being  the  fundamental  ele¬ 
ments  of  the  universe.  At  the  dawn  of  her  history,  Egypt  formulated  a 
cosmology  which  resembled  a  much  later  Logos  doctrine. 

In  the  spring  of  1928,  the  ancient  Canaanite  city  of  Ugarit  was  discovered 
by  accident  at  the  small  seaport  town  of  Minet  el  Beida  (Has  Shamra)  on 
the  coast  of  Syria.  Beginning  in  1929,  with  an  interruption  during  World 
War  II,  and  continuing  up  to  the  present,  the  French  archeologist  C.  F.  A. 
Schaeffer  has  excavated  the  site,  which  yielded  material  of  primary  value 
for  our  understanding  of  Canaanite  culture  and  religion.  The  impact  of  the 
texts  upon  the  study  of  the  OT  can  hardly  be  exaggerated.  Hebrew  poetry 
and,  to  a  lesser  extent,  its  prose  have  been  brilliantly  illuminated  in  all 
aspects  by  the  new  material.  It  will  take  generations  before  the  full  signi¬ 
ficance  of  these  texts  for  the  elucidation  of  the  OT  has  been  realized  and 
their  riches  adequately  exploited. 

It  comes  as  no  surprise  that  the  Canaanites  also  shared  the  idea  of  a  word 
endowed  with  power,  mysterious  and  incalculable  when  it  was  the  word  of 
El  or  Baal.  In  the  Ugaritic  texts  thus  far  published,  “word,  message”  finds 
expression  in  three  terms:  hwt  II,  rgm,  and  thm .26  The  equivalence  of  hwt 
and  tfym  is  suggested  by  the  parallelism  of  KRT  A:  305: 

thm  KRT  l< 
hwt  [npmn  [glm] 

Message  of  Keret  the  Noble 
Word  of  [Najaman  [the  Lad|27 

On  the  assumption  that  Ugaritic  thm  underlies  Hebrew  lanfyumol  of  Job 
15:  11,  it  may  be  possible  not  only  to  clear  up  an  obscure  passage  in  the 
biblical  text  but  to  provide  the  evidence  for  a  parallelism  between  Ugaritic 
tfym  and  Hebrew  dbr .  The  transliterated  and  translated  text  follows: 

hame<at  mimmeka  ianhumot  >el 

widebaro  [MT  wedabar]  lo*  ta<ameka  [MT  ld*a  * immdk \ 

Are  God’s  replies  inadequate  for  you, 

Or  his  word  not  to  your  taste  ?M 

UT  51.iv.41-42  is  a  particularly  interesting  text  from  the  point  of  view  of 
both  style  and  content.  It  features  an  inclusio ,  a  stylistic  device  in  which 
the  same  word  begins  and  ends  the  verse.  More  important,  the  text  joins 
in  parallelism  “word,”  “wisdom,”  and  “life,”  an  early  association  of  concepts 
which  is  noteworthy  in  view  of  later  developments  in  biblical  literature: 
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thmk  il  hkm 
hkmt 'm  Hm 
hyt  hzt  thmk 

Your  word,  O  El,  is  wise, 

Your  wisdom  is  unto  eternity, 

Lucky  life  is  your  word.29 

Here  the  word  of  El  has  developed  into  an  entity  almost  distinct  from  the 
one  who  pronounces  it,  as  something  close  to  an  hypostasis.  The  wise  word 
of  the  god  is  commensurate  with  the  authority  of  El. 

The  biblical  concept  of  thunder  as  the  voice  of  God  (Pss  18:  14;  29:  3  ff; 
77:  18)  derives  from  the  identical  image  of  Baal  thundering  in  the  storm  in 
order  to  make  men  hear  (obey)  his  command.  In  the  Baal  and  Anat  Cycle, 
we  read  in  ‘NT  III.  23-25: 

abn  brq  dt  td ‘  $mn 
rgm  ltd ‘  n§m  wltbn 
hmtt  ars  atm 

I  shall  create  the  thunderbolt  in  order  that  the  heavens  may  know. 

That  men  may  know  the  command 

That  the  inhabitants  of  the  earth  may  understand  .... 

The  evidence  is  thus  far  too  meager  for  any  well-rounded  picture  of  the 
dynamic  word  in  the  culture  of  Canaan,  but  there  is  little  reason  to  doubt 
that  the  Canaanites  shared  with  the  rest  of  the  ancient  Near  East  a  concept 
of  the  word  endowed  with  power.  The  word  of  El  or  Baal  was  a  projection 
of  the  deity,  and  served  purposes  other  than  that  of  mere  communication. 
As  a  unit  of  power,  the  word  was  proportioned  to  the  nature  and  rank  of  the 
speaker. 

The  texts  cited  up  to  now  deal  almost  exclusively  with  the  cosmic  power 
of  the  word.  It  was  something  effective  in  nature.  Both  the  creation  of  the 
world  and  the  maintenance  of  an  established  order  depended  upon  the 
divine  and  power-laden  word.  It  has  been  customary  for  scholars,  anxious 
to  save  what  was  thought  to  be  the  specifically  Israelite  conception  of  the 
word,  to  distinguish  between  the  natural  world  and  history  when  discussing 
the  efficacy  of  the  word.  Israel  was  thought  to  have  made  a  unique  contri- 
bution  to  the  ideology  of  the  word  in  its  notion  of  the  word  as  determining 
force  in  history.30  Whatever  the  other  religions  might  have  professed  about 
the  dynamic  word  and  the  cosmos,  Israel  stood  alone  in  her  affirmation  of 
the  divine  word  as  the  controlling  force  in  history. 

Whether  this  is  true  or  not  depends  upon  the  published  texts.  If  it  can 
be  shown  that  in  areas  other  than  Israel  the  word  of  a  god  was  judged  to 
be  a  determining  factor  in  the  sequence  of  historical  events,  then  the  alleged 
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distinction  between  cosmos  and  history  has  no  foundation  in  fact  as  far  as 
the  efficacious  word  is  concerned.  It  appears  that  we  now  have  evidence  for 
the  contrary  view — that  the  power  of  the  divine  word,  as  understood 
throughout  the  ancient  Near  East,  extended  to  history  as  well  as  to  nature; 
in  fact,  there  is  reason  to  question  the  legitimacy  of  any  such  distinction, 
for  it  is  very  possibly  due  to  a  refinement  in  our  own  thinking,  with  little 
basis  in  ancient  belief.  While  it  is  clear,  especially  from  cultic  texts,  that 
the  gods  of  the  Near  East  were  invoked  for  their  indispensable  aid  in  main¬ 
taining  the  life  of  nature,  we  can  hardly  conclude  that  it  was  only  in  nature 
that  they  operated: 

Yet  it  is  easy  to  draw  a  wrong  inference  from  the  fact  the  gods  of  the  ancient 
Near  East  may  justly  be  called  nature-gods.  This  knowledge  sometimes 
leads  to  the  conclusion,  often  drawn  instinctively  and  almost  unwittingly, 
that  their  only  sphere  of  activity  is  necessarily  nature  or  that  particular 
realm  of  nature  with  which  they  are  closely  associated.  This  may  be  a 
very  natural  inference,  but  it  is  nevertheless  mistaken.  The  activities  of 
the  so-called  nature-gods  are  by  no  means  restricted  to  what  we  call  nature. 
There  are  a  great  many  other  texts  to  show  that  they  were  believed  to  have 
power  over  other  spheres  of  life  as  well,  and  history  is  one  section  of  that 
manifold  reality  which  the  gods  are  thought  to  control.31 

It  is  through  the  divine  word  of  Enlil  that  Ningirsu,  the  tutelary  deity  of 
Lagash,  was  able  to  straighten  out  a  boundary  dispute  between  Lagash 
and  perennial  rival  Umma: 

(Then)  did  Ningirsu,  Enlil's  foremost  warrior,  do  battle  with  (the  men  of) 
Umma  in  accordance  with  his  (EnliFs)  straightforward  word;  by  the  word 
of  Enlil  he  hurled  the  great  net  upon  them  (and)  heaped  up  their  skeleton 
( ?)  piles  in  the  plain  in  their  (various)  places.32 

The  cone  inscription  goes  on  to  describe  the  continuing  strife  between  the 
two  cities,  and  then  we  read  the  following  lines,  toward  the  end  of  the  in¬ 
scription: 

Entemena,  the  ensi  of  Lagash,  whose  name  Ningirsu  had  pronounced, 
made  this  (boundary)  ditch  from  the  Tigris  to  the  Idnun  in  accordance  with 
the  straightforward  word  of  Enlil,  in  accordance  with  the  straightforward 
word  of  Ningirsu,  (and)  with  the  straightforward  word  of  Nanshe,  (and) 
restored  it  for  his  beloved  king  Ningirsu  and  for  his  beloved  queen  Nanshe, 
(after)  he  had  constructed  of  bricks  the  foundation  of  the  Namnunda-kigar- 
ra.  May  Shulutula,  the  god  of  Entemena,  the  ensi  of  Lagash,  whom  Enlil 
gave  the  scepter,  whom  Enki  gave  understanding,  whom  Nanshe  chose  in 
(her)  heart,  the  great  ensi  of  Ningirsu,  the  man  who  had  received  the  words 
of  the  gods,  stand  forever  (literally,  “unto  distant  days”)  before  Ningirsu 
and  Nanshe  (and  plead)  for  the  life  of  Entemena.33 
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Urukagina,  king  of  Lagash  about  2350  b.c.,  was  a  socially  minded  monarch 
who  fortunately  left  a  record  of  his  reforms.  In  the  middle  of  this  extremely 
valuable  document  concerned  with  social  justice,  we  find  the  following  lines: 


He  (Urukagina)  held  close  to  the  word  which  his  king  (Ningirsu)  spoke  to 

him.  He  banned  (literally,  “threw  off”)  the  man  in  charge  of  the  boatmen 

from  (seizing)  the  boats.  He  banned  the  head  shepherds  from  (seizing) 

the  donkeys  and  sheep.  .  .  ** 

It  detracts  nothing  from  the  admirable  social  consciousness  of  Urukagina 
to  call  attention  to  the  influence  of  the  divine  word  in  his  reforming  activities. 

The  “Lament  over  the  Destruction  of  Ur”  bewails  the  overthrow  of  the 
city  by  the  fierce  hordes  of  Elamites  who  swept  down  from  the  eastern 
mountains.  From  our  historical  viewpoint,  the  downfall  of  Ur  was  due  to 
the  military  superiority  of  the  barbarians  who  assaulted  the  city.  From 
the  Sumerian  viewpoint,  expressed  in  the  poignant  series  of  laments  which 
commemorate  the  disaster,  the  Elamite  warriors  are  secondary  and  of  little 
consequence;  the  city  was  battered  into  defeat  by  Enlil,  god  of  the  storm, 
as  he  carried  out  the  verdict  of  the  divine  assembly.  It  was,  ultimately, 
the  word  of  the  council  of  the  gods  which  sealed  the  fate  of  Ur: 

Enlil  called  the  storm. 

The  people  mourn. 

Exhilarating  winds  he  carried  off  from  the  land. 

The  people  mourn. 

Good  winds  he  took  away  from  Sumer. 

The  people  mourn. 

Evil  winds  he  summoned. 

The  people  mourn. 

To  Kingaluda,  tender  of  storms,  he  entrusted  them. 

The  storm  that  annihilates  the  land  he  called. 

The  people  mourn.35 


In  his  study  of  this  text,  Jacobsen  has  commented: 

The  enemy  hordes  were  but  a  cloak,  an  outward  form  under  which  that 
essence  (Enlil’s)  realized  itself.  In  a  deeper,  truer  sense  the  barbaric  hordes 
were  a  storm,  EnliFs  storm,  wherewith  the  god  himself  was  executing  a 
verdict  passed  on  Ur  and  its  people  by  the  assembly  of  the  gods;  and  as 
that  storm  the  enemy  attack  is  seen  and  described.  .  .  . 

In  the  great  catastrophes  of  history,  in  the  crushing  blows  voted  by  the 
assembly  of  the  gods,  there  is  Enlil,  essence  of  the  storm.  He  is  force,  exe¬ 
cutor  of  the  verdicts  of  the  gods.35 
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From  the  field  of  ancient  law,  the  Epilogue  tc  the  Code  of  Hammurabi 
includes  a  series  of  curses  directed  against  those  who  have  ignored  the  law 
committed  by  Shamash  to  the  king: 

May  Enlil,  the  lord,  the  determiner  of  destinies, 

whose  orders  cannot  be  altered, 

who  made  my  kingdom  great, 

incite  revolts  against  him  in  his  abode 

which  cannot  be  suppressed, 

misfortune  leading  to  his  ruin  I 

May  he  determine  as  the  fate  for  him  a  reign  of  woe, 

days  few  in  number,  years  of  famine, 

darkness  without  life,  sudden  death  I 

May  he  order  by  his  forceful  word 

the  destruction  of  his  city, 

the  dispersion  of  his  people,  the  transfer  of  his  kingdom, 
the  disappearance  of  his  name  and  memory 
from  the  land  l37 

Two  things  may  be  noted.  The  course  of  history  is  not  seen  as  something 
left  to  free  decision,  but  depends  upon  the  unalterable  decision  of  the  gods. 
Royal  prosperity  was  not  something  for  which  the  king  could  claim  all 
credit;  it  was  decreed  by  the  gods.  Second,  violations  of  the  code  were  to 
be  punished,  not  so  much  by  human  agencies  but  by  the  powerful  word  of 
a  god  wreaking  havoc  upon  the  violator  of  ordinances  which  expressed  the 
will  of  Shamash,  judge  of  heaven  and  earth.  History  pivoted  upon  the  divine 
word. 

A  hymn  to  Ishtar,  written  towards  the  end  of  the  First  Dynasty  of  Bab¬ 
ylon,  extols  the  supremacy  of  Ishtar  in  the  divine  assembly  and  then  sings 
of  the  blessings,  conferred  by  her  word,  upon  King  Ammiditana: 

She  [Ishtar]  is  sought  after  among  the  gods; 
extraordinary  is  her  station. 

Respected  is  her  word;  it  is  supreme  over  them. 

Ishtar  among  the  gods,  extraordinary  is  her  station. 

Respected  is  her  word;  it  is  supreme  over  them  .... 

In  their  assembly  her  word  is  powerful; 
it  is  dominating  .... 

By  her  orders  she  has  subjected  to  him  [Ammiditana] 
the  four  world  regions  at  his  feet; 

And  the  total  of  all  peoples 

She  has  decided  to  attach  them  to  his  yoke.38 

As  with  other  Mesopotamian  kings,  the  dominion  of  Ammiditana  is  owed 
to  the  divine  word  which  directs  the  course  of  history.  War  was  waged 
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at  the  word  of  a  god,  probably  derived  through  some  divinatory  method; 
victories  were  credited  to  the  word  in  whose  power  the  king  had  swept  all 
before  him.  The  royal  inscriptions  of  Assyria  and  Babylonia  swarm  with 
the  standard  formula  of  undertaking  a  course  of  action  “at  the  word  [com¬ 
mand]  of  a  god,”  using  such  expressions  as  ina  qibit ,  ina  pi ,  ina  amat ,  all 
of  which  are  practically  synonymous.  Let  one  example  suffice,  from  the 
annals  of  Tiglath-Pileser  I,  recalling  his  victorious  expeditions  to  the  west: 

Tiglath-Pileser,  the  legitimate  king,  king  of  the  world,  king  of  (all)  the  four 
rims  (of  the  earth),  the  courageous  hero  who  lives  (guided)  by  the  trust- 
inspiring  oracles  given  (to  him)  by  Ashur  and  Ninurta,  the  great  gods  and 
his  lords,  (and  who  thus)  overthrew  (all)  his  enemies;  son  of  Ashurreshishi, 
king  of  the  world,  king  of  Assyria,  (grand)  son  of  Mutakkili-Nusku,  also 
king  of  the  world,  king  of  Assyria. 

At  the  command  of  my  lord  Ashur  I  was  a  conqueror  (lit.  my  hand  con¬ 
quered)  from  beyond  the  Lower  Zab  River  to  the  Upper  Sea  which  (lies 
toward)  the  West.39 

Twice  in  the  Moabite  Stone  it  is  said  that  Mesha  carried  out  successful 
campaigns  against  two  cities  (Nebo  and  Hauronen)  at  the  express  word  of 
his  god  Chemosh.40 

The  word  of  a  god  was  thought  to  be  able  to  restore  a  sick  person  to  full 
health,  as  is  clear  from  two  passages  in  Hittite  prayers.  The  wife  of  King 
Hattusilis  says  to  the  goddess  Lelwanis: 

If  thou,  goddess,  my  lady,  wilt  grant  him  life  and  relay  to  the  gods,  thy 
peers,  the  good  (word),  and  (if)  thou  wilt  tread  under  foot  the  evil  words 
and  shut  them  out — O  Lelwanis,  my  lady,  may  the  life  of  Hattusilis,  thy 
servant,  and  of  Pudu-hepas,  thy  handmaid,  come  forth  from  thy  mouth 
in  the  presence  of  the  gods.41 

In  the  Prayer  of  Kantuzilis,  probably  a  member  of  the  royal  family,  the  sick 
man  begs  the  sun  god  for  restoration  to  health: 

Were  I  now  to  recover,  would  I  not  have  recovered  at  the  word  of  thee, 
my  god  ?  Were  I  to  regain  my  strength,  would  I  not  have  regained  it  at 
the  word  of  thee,  my  god  ?42 

Earlier  we  pointed  out  the  highly  sophisticated  creation  teaching  of  the 
Memphite  Theology  in  Egypt.  The  text  described  the  whole  range  of  being 
affected  by  the  heart  and  tongue  of  Ptah,  the  creator  god.  Who  could  doubt, 
then,  that  Ptah  was  more  powerful  than  all  the  other  gods?  His  influence, 
however,  was  not  limited  to  the  creative  act.  The  power  of  Ptah  extended 
to  all  the  elements  operating  in  the  world — in  other  words,  to  ongoing  history. 
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The  order  which  the  Egyptian  saw  in  the  sequence  of  events  was  not  hap¬ 
hazard  but  something  planned  in  the  heart  of  Ptah.  J.  A.  Wilson,  to  whom 
we  owe  the  translation  of  the  text,  admits  that,  in  his  rendition,  “the  divine 
order”  is  something  of  a  free  paraphrase  of  the  phrase  “the  word  of  god.” 
He  defends  this  in  the  following  way: 

“The  word  of  god”  can  and  does  mean  “concern  of  the  gods”  or  what  we 
might  call  divine  interests.”  But  the  phrase  “the  divine  order”  implies 
that  the  gods  have  a  system  into  which  all  the  created  elements  should 
fit  as  soon  as  created.  The  context  enumerates  the  created  elements:  gods, 
fortunes,  food,  provisions,  town,  districts,  etc.  These  are  summed  up  in 
the  term  “everything,”  after  which  we  have  “as  well  as  the  word  of  the  god.” 
What  can  this  mean  other  than  the  directive  order? 

One  can  argue  this  same  sense  in  other  Egyptian  contexts.  For  example, 
an  assertion  that  the  righteous  man  is  not  wiped  out  by  death  but  has  an 
immortality  because  of  his  goodly  memory  is  endorsed  with  the  words: 
“That  is  the  method  of  reckoning  of  the  word  of  god”;  in  freer  sense:  “That 
is  the  principle  of  the  divine  order.” 

Because  the  Egyptians  thought  of  the  word  in  physical,  concrete  terms  and 
because  the  priesthood  was  the  interpreter  of  what  was  divine,  this  “word 
of  god”  came  to  be  treated  as  a  body  of  literature,  the  sacred  writings,  but 
it  was  still  the  directive  speech  given  by  the  gods.  A  dead  noble  was  prom¬ 
ised  “every  good  and  pure  thing,  in  conformance  to  that  writing  of  the  word 
of  god  which  (the  god  of  wisdom)  Thoth  made.”  ....  What  the  gods  have 
said  is  in  itself  directive  and  controlling;  it  sets  an  order  within  which  man 
and  the  other  elements  of  the  universe  operate.43 

If  the  evidence  now  available  shows  that  others  besides  the  Israelites  had 
the  idea  of  a  divine  word  which  was  efficacious  in  both  nature  (creation  and 
conservation)  and  history,  it  does  not  follow  that  the  uniqueness  of  Israel’s 
faith  has  been  compromised.  But  uniqueness  must  not  be  purchased  at 
the  price  of  distinctions  which  cannot  be  supported  in  the  texts.  The  specific 
quality  of  Israel’s  belief  may  not  be  sought,  therefore,  in  what  turns  out  to 
be  a  shared  conception  of  the  dynamic  word  operating  in  both  nature  and 
history.  We  must  look  elsewhere,  concentrating  less  on  the  medium  of 
revelation  than  on  the  revelation  itself.  It  is  the  content  of  the  divine  rev¬ 
elation,  whether  in  nature  or  history,  which  sets  Israel  apart  in  the  ancient 
Near  East.  The  message  is  more  significant  than  the  medium.  Above  all, 
this  revelation  in  Israel  takes  place  within  a  strictly  monotheistic  framework, 
absolutely  unique  in  the  ancient  world.  The  nature  and  purpose  of  this 
God  have  no  parallel  elsewhere,  for  the  God  of  Israel’s  prophets  and  psalm¬ 
ists  was  not  enclosed  in  nature:  he  transcended  nature  and,  indeed,  the  whole 
thrust  of  mythopoeic  thinking. 

The  uniqueness  of  Israel’s  faith,  especially  in  what  concerns  the  word, 
can  be  estimated  by  comparing  her  basic  outlook  on  the  world  with  that  of 
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her  pagan  environment.  In  a  polytheistic  milieu,  the  literature  has  accus¬ 
tomed  us  to  see  a  point  of  view  alien  to  both  the  biblical  and  modern  way 
of  thinking.  Ancient  Near  Eastern  man  felt  himself  surrounded  by  threat¬ 
ening  and  mysterious  forces  which  might  engulf  him  at  any  moment  One 
writer  has  compared  this  dark,  uncomfortable,  and  complex  world  to  the 
vast  and  sometimes  frightening  world  of  the  subconscious  which  modern 
psychoanalysis  has  exposed.44  How  was  man  to  gain  any  security  in  this 
kind  of  world  ?  These  forces  had  to  be  reached  in  some  way  and,  if  possible, 
controlled.  It  was  this  need  which  drove  him  to  the  practices  of  magic, 
to  the  arts  of  divination.  Deut  18:  9-14  has  left  an  unforgettable  picture  of 
that  eerie  world  along  with  the  whole  vocabulary  of  pagan  superstition;  all 
the  while  Yahweh  solemnly  forbids  his  people  to  have  any  truck  with  this 
world  of  the  occult.  God’s  will  could  not  be  coerced  by  the  magic  word  or 
his  plan  disclosed  by  the  arts  of  divination;  he  would  reveal  his  will  through 
the  mouth  of  the  prophet.  This  is  the  word  which  Israel  was  to  heed. 

Without  surrendering  its  dynamic  force,  Israel  delivered  man  from  the 
magical  concept  of  the  word.  This  might  be  described  as  the  shift  from  the 
magical  to  the  semantic  function  of  the  word,  though  we  cannot  lose  sight 
of  Israel’s  belief  in  the  noncommunicative  function  of  the  word.  The  moment 
when  man  could  no  longer  put  his  trust  in  the  magical  word  has  been  bril¬ 
liantly  described  by  Cassirer: 

When  man  first  began  to  realize  that  this  confidence  (in  the  magic  word 
which  the  powers  of  nature  cannot  resist)  was  vain — that  nature  was  in¬ 
exorable  not  because  it  was  reluctant  to  fulfill  his  demands  but  because 
it  did  not  understand  his  language — the  discovery  must  have  come  as  a 
shock.  At  this  point  he  had  to  face  a  new  problem  which  marked  a  turning 
point  and  a  crisis  in  his  intellectual  and  moral  life.  From  that  time  on  man 
must  have  found  himself  in  a  deep  solitude,  subject  to  feelings  of  utter 
loneliness  and  of  absolute  despair.  He  would  scarcely  have  overcome  these 
had  he  not  developed  a  new  spiritual  force,  which  barred  the  way  to  magic 
but  at  the  same  time  opened  another  and  more  promising  road.  All  hope 
of  subduing  nature  by  the  magic  word  had  been  frustrated.  But  as  a  result 
man  began  to  see  the  relation  between  language  and  reality  in  a  different 
light.45 

In  the  world  of  magic,  distinctions  break  down  between  the  word  and  the 
thing,  between  the  idea  and  the  actuality.  All  reality  becomes,  as  it  were, 
consubstantial,  sharing  the  same  plane  of  being.  It  is  not  possible  to  clas¬ 
sify  this  situation  rationally.  One  effect,  however,  is  to  cover  everything 
with  the  cloak  of  the  sacred.  When  the  Hebrews  broke  out  of  the  tight 
ring  of  magic,  they  released  man  from  the  pansacrality  of  life,  asserting  the 
qualitative  difference  between  the  sacred  and  the  profane.  In  no  other 
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earlier  or  contemporary  religion  of  the  ancient  Near  East  can  we  find  a  com¬ 
parable  revaluation  of  natupe  and  human  activity.  This  desacralization  of 
the  world  was  anything  but  a  profanation;  there  was  no  denial  of  the  close 
relationship  between  God  and  his  creation.  But  there  was  a  clear  recognition 
of  the  infinite  distance  between  the  absolute  and  holy  God  and  the  rest  of 
the  world,  including  man. 
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The  Old  Testament  as  Word  of  God 


The  category  “word  of  God”  is  only  one  category  under  which 
Sacred  Writ  can  be  viewed.  Although  it  has  a  long  and  hallowed  usage, 
it  is  not  necessarily  the  best.  The  difficulty  with  the  phrase  lies  in  its  mul¬ 
tiplicity  of  meanings,  ranging  from  its  use  in  the  Bible  itself  to  its  meanings 
in  the  writings  of  Barth  and  Ebeling.  Are  we  going  to  understand  it  in  a 
biblical  sense?  Then  one  must  conjure  with  the  rich  variation  of  meaning 
in  the  debar  Yhtuh  within  the  Old  Testament  and  the  logos  within  the  New 
Testament.  It  is  not  our  purpose  to  pursue  such  an  investigation  in  this 
paper;  nor  will  we  simply  adopt  a  modern  theological  notion  of  word  under 
which  one  might  try  to  fit  the  Old  Testament.  Rather,  we  are  understanding 
the  phrase  in  the  broad  sense  as  designating  the  writings  commonly  indicated 
as  the  Old  Testament.  Hence,  this  is  a  written  word.  I  propose  to  use 
“word  of  God”  or  “the  word  of  God”  without  intending  any  difference;  and 
“word”  is  in  lower  case  throughout.  In  order  to  portray  the  meaning  of  the 
Old  Testament  as  the  word  of  God,  we  will  comment  on  three  basic  ques¬ 
tions:  (1)  In  what  sense  is  this  written  word  to  be  called  the  word  of  God? 
(2)  What  are  the  static  aspects  (especially  the  canonical  limits  and  their 
implications)  of  this  word  ?  (3)  How  is  this  the  word  of  God  to  the  Chris¬ 
tian? 

This  paper  was  delivered  in  lectures  at  Princeton  Theological  Seminary  and  Wesley 
Theological  Seminary  in  1970,  and  is  here  offered  as  testimony  to  what  has  always  been 
a  concern  of  Jacob  Myers  in  his  Old  Testament  studies. 
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I 

It  is  obvious  that  there  is  no  pure,  naked  word  of  God.  We  have  only  what 
has  been  transmitted  in  human  language,  the  result  of  man’s  confrontation 
with  the  Lord.  To  speak  of  God’s  word  is  to  speak  metaphorically  in  an 
attempt  to  describe  one  aspect  of  God’s  communication  with  Israel:  the 
literature  which  his  encounter  with  them  precipitated.  We  prefer  not  to 
speak  of  the  Old  Testament  as  “indirectly,”  or  as  “witnessing  to,”  the  word 
of  God,  because  this  only  pushes  the  determination  of  the  phrase  another 
step  backward.  Rather,  we  admit  that  the  role  of  human  mediation  of  the 
word  is  quite  substantial;  we  are  dealing  with  the  word  of  God  in  words  of 
men.  But  it  is  the  only  word  of  God  we  have;  this  word  does  not  exist  apart 
from  human  response,  as  enshrined  in  Holy  Writ. 

The  phrase,  “word  of  God,”  is  applicable  in  the  first  instance  to  the  final, 
written  word;  it  is  with  the  Old  Testament  in  its  final  form  that  we  are  con¬ 
cerned.  But  at  several  points  in  our  discussion  we  will  be  conscious  of  the 
preliterary,  oral  stage  of  the  Old  Testament,  and  the  various  phases  of  its 
formation.  Here  too,  we  are  dealing  with  the  word  of  God.  In  a  sense,  the 
spoken  word  (oral  tradition)  might  seem  to  have  a  greater  claim  to  be  the 
word;  it  is  more  direct,  it  is  given  immediately  to  a  particular  generation. 
Then,  it  is  preserved,  and,  as  we  shall  see,  often  reinterpreted  in  the  light 
of  the  growth  of  the  community,  and  eventually  put  in  writing.  The  reduc¬ 
tion  to  writing  is  motivated  by  the  vision  of  the  community  which  sees  in 
the  word  more  than  an  immediate  application  to  a  given  generation.  The 
community’s  experience  proves  and  approves  the  relevance  of  the  word  for 
a  future  generation.  This  whole  process  preserves  the  word — expanded  and 
reinterpreted.  Since  the  word  is  destined  to  have  such  a  long  and  varied 
life,  it  cannot  be  measured  merely  by  its  temporal  directness,  by  its  pertinence 
to  the  first  audience.  The  believing  community  has  always  and  inevitably 
wrestled  with  the  tradition  or  text  that  has  been  handed  down.  The  primi¬ 
tive  Church  did  this,  in  an  effort  to  explain  Jesus.  The  later  Church  has 
only  this  text  to  refer  to  as  a  norm,  and  it  must  deal  with  it  in  its  fullest 
dimensions. 

Thus  far,  we  have  stated  that  the  word  of  God  is  not  to  be  understood 
apart  from  the  word  of  men,  and  that  it  has  traveled  through  a  long  history. 
These  aspects  of  the  word  have  received  proper  emphasis  only  in  modern 
times.  Classical  Christian  theology  has  traditionally  stressed  the  role  of  God 
at  the  expense  of  man,  as  we  can  see  in  the  writings  of  the  Fathers  and 
medieval  theologians,  as  well  as  the  Reformers.  The  emphasis  on  the  divine 
aspect  of  the  word — the  word  of  God — goes  back  to  the  early  Church,  and, 
indeed,  the  primitive  Church  itself  understood  the  Old  Testament  to  be 
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somehow  theopneustos  (2  Tim  3:  16).  This  is  not  the  place  to  sketch  the 
growth  of  the  doctrine  of  inspiration,  but  it  would  be  well  to  take  note  of 
two  different  theories  currently  proposed  by  Catholic  theologians — those  by 
P.  Benoit  and  K.  Rahner.1  I  think  it  is  correct  to  say  that  this  is  not  an 
area  of  pressing  concern  in  Protestant  circles  outside  fundamentalism.  But 
I  am  unwilling  to  let  the  question  disappear  simply  because  fundamentalists 
have  more  or  less  appropriated  it  to  themselves;  it  deserves  to  be  treated 
in  a  freer  manner. 

P.  Benoit,  the  noted  New  Testament  scholar,  follows  the  traditional  lines 
of  Thomistic  theology  and  psychology.  In  his  view,  the  inspired  writer 
remains  an  instrumental  cause  used  freely  by  God  in  the  production  of  the 
written  work.  The  divine  influence  is  centered  on  the  mind  and  will — the 
faculties — of  the  human  writer.  Benoit  has  introduced  several  nuances  into 
this  explanation;  he  recognizes  that  inspiration  and  revelation  are  intimately 
correlated  in  fact,  although  the  former  bears  essentially  on  the  practical 
judgment  (what  is  to  be  written).  The  approach  of  Benoit  is  a  thoughtful 
effort  to  analyze  the  psychology  of  the  human  writer  who  is  influenced  by 
God.  But  perhaps  it  has  reached  the  point  of  no  return.  The  analysis  of  the 
pertinent  factors  is  logical,  but  leaves  one  with  the  feeling  that  the  reality 
remains  far  too  complex. 

K.  Rahner  feels  no  need  to  speculate  concerning  divine  and  human  activ¬ 
ity  in  the  composition  of  the  Bible.  In  fact,  he  fears  that  a  theory  concerning 
the  illumination  of  the  human  mind  may  reify  the  reality  of  inspiration. 
For  him,  inspiration  means  that  God  has  willed  that  the  Bible  form  a  con¬ 
stitutive  element  of  the  primitive  Church;  it  is  nothing  else  than  God’s 
founding  of  the  Church,  of  which  the  Bible  is  an  essential  part.  This  is,  as 
it  were,  “the  way  it  is.”  A  given  body  of  literature  came,  by  a  divine  and 
salvific  fiat ,  to  be  a  basic  factor  in  the  life  of  the  Church.  Rahner’s  judg¬ 
ment  upon  the  Old  Testament  is  not  happily  conceived;  he  sees  it  merely 
as  a  prehistory  of  the  Church,  deriving  its  validity  and  function  from  the 
New  Testament.  It  would  appear  more  in  harmony  with  his  own  theory  to 
recognize  the  fact  that  the  Old  Testament  was  the  Bible  of  the  primitive 
Church,  while  the  New  Testament  was  in  the  process  of  formation.  But  the 
value  of  his  approach  is  that  it  is  along  historical,  rather  than  speculative, 
lines.  Neither  Benoit’s  nor  Rahner’s  theory  opens  the  door  to  the  old  fun¬ 
damentalists  views  of  divine  inspiration.  But  neither  are  they  fully  ade¬ 
quate.  No  one  has  yet  developed  a  theological  explanation  of  inspiration 
which  does  justice  to  the  nature  of  the  Bible  precisely  as  word,  as  literature. 
If  language  is  seen  in  its  further  dimension  as  word,  as  structure,  as  itself 
an  interpretation  and  not  merely  a  representation  of  reality,  new  perspectives 
on  the  theological  explication  of  “word  of  God”  will  surely  emerge.2 
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It  might  appear  that  we  have  walked  into  the  fundamentalism  which 
seems  to  be  the  concern  of  G.  Ebeling  when  he  writers: 

The  confessional  statement,  *  Scripture  is  the  Word  of  God,  *  can  be  rightly 
understood  if  the  full  breadth  of  the  hermeneutic  task  is  also  included  in 
the  explanation  of  this  way  of  speaking.  But  it  is  dangerously  confusing, 
if  the  hermeneutic  problem  is  left  out  of  account.  It  cannot  of  course  be 
corrected  by  asserting  some  form  of  intermingling  of  God’s  Word  and  man’s 
word,  but  only  by  affirming  that  God’s  Word  by  its  nature  is  not  a  written, 
once-upon-a-time  word,  but  one  that  is  orally  spoken  and  happens.  It  is 
not  the  Bible  text,  but  the  proclamation,  that  is  God’s  Word  in  the  strict 
sense.  In  so  far  as  the  proclamation  is  dependent  on  the  text,  the  exposition 
therefore  serves  towards  the  text  proving  itself  a  Bible  text,  i.e.  becoming 
the  source  of  God’s  Word.3 

We  should  agree  with  Ebeling  that  the  hermeneutical  process  is  not  to  be 
separated  from  the  written  word  of  God;  interpretation  is  surely  necessary. 
But  we  need  not  adopt  a  theory  of  proclamation  at  the  expense  of  the 
“written,  once-upon-a-time  word.”  The  analysis  of  the  roles  of  God  and 
man  in  the  production  of  the  written  word  is  worthy  of  consideration,  as 
the  history  of  Christian  thought  suggests.  One  cannot  avoid  the  risk  of  the 
“intermingling”  of  the  human  and  the  divine,  even  if  this  cannot  be  precisely 
captured.  Otherwise,  one  seems  to  abdicate  the  task  of  understanding  why 
the  Bible  is  the  word  of  God  in  a  manner  that  no  other  literature  is. 

In  summary,  I  am  understanding  the  phrase  “word  of  God”  as  the  written 
word  of  the  Old  Testament,  formed  within  Israel  and  transmitted  to  the 
Church.  It  is  not  some  kind  of  direct  revelation,  a  speaking  or  writing  of 
God,  but  it  is  the  product  of  divine  influence  upon  the  men  of  Israel — this 
characteristic  constitutes  it  as  God’s  word.  We  will  now  turn  to  view  this 
word  in  what  may  be  called  its  static  aspect — its  canonical  and  normative 
status. 


II 

The  Old  Testament  has  a  certain  static  aspect  for  the  Christian.  It  is  simply 
a  given,  accepted  as  a  totality,  however  varied  the  contents.  It  is  all  the 
word  of  God,  and  with  it  the  Church  has  lived  for  centuries,  turning  to  it  as 
a  normative  source  of  its  own  self-understanding.  We  need  not  enter  here 
into  the  problem  of  exactly  where  the  limits  of  the  canon  are  to  be  set, 
whether  or  not  they  include  the  Apocrypha.4  Bather,  we  raise  the  question 
whether  within  the  Old  Testament  one  part  is  more  the  word  of  God  than 
another,  and  whether  we  are  to  operate  with  a  kind  of  canon  within  the 
canon. 
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The  point  at  issue  is  not  merely  whether  the  phrase  “word  of  God”  is  more 
truly  ascribed  to  one  portion  of  the  Old  Testament  than  to  another.  (Does 
the  prophet,  for  example,  more  than  the  sage,  speak  the  word  ?)  The  im¬ 
portance  of  the  question  lies,  rather,  in  the  implications  that  can  be  drawn 
from  the  answer.  C.  Westermann  argues  that  not  every  word  in  the  Old 
Testament  is  to  be  understood  univocally  as  the  word  of  God.5  He  discerns 
three  basic  elements  in  the  Old  Testament:  report  ( Bericht ),  God’s  address 
to  man,  and  man’s  address  to  God.  The  report  is  found  in  the  “history” — 
that  is,  in  the  Torah,  the  histories  of  the  Deuteronomist  and  the  Chronicler, 
and  in  the  framework  of  the  prophetical  writings.  God’s  address  to  man  is 
found  in  the  prophetic  words  and  in  the  commandments  and  laws.  Man’s 
address  to  God  is  centred  in  praise  and  lament:  the  Psalms,  Lamentations, 
and  the  prayers  that  are  scattered  throughout  the  rest  of  the  Old  Testament. 
Only  the  wisdom  writings  fail  to  conform  to  this  schema,  as  Westermann 
candidly  admits.  But  they  can  be  accommodated  on  a  different  basis.  He 
argues  that  God’s  action  is  not  only  acts  of  judgment  or  salvation  in  his¬ 
tory;  it  is  also  the  steady  action  of  blessing,  as  the  power  of  fertility,  of 
growth,  of  success.  Just  as  the  blessing  is  given  to  every  human  being, 
so  wisdom  is  a  gift  for  all  men,  without  the  limitation  implied  by  God’s 
history  with  Israel.  “The  word  of  wisdom  is  the  word  that  matures  in  life 
experience,  that  grows  out  of  the  divine  action  of  blessing.”6  Hence,  Wester¬ 
mann  concludes  that  not  every  word  in  the  Old  Testament  claims  to  be  the 
word  of  God  in  the  same  way.  Rather,  the  word  of  God  reaches  his  people 
in  manifold  fashion — within  the  three  directions  that  have  been  indicated. 

This  analysis  of  the  directions  of  the  word  is  useful,  and  one  can  only  agree 
that  the  word  is  to  be  determined  from  the  point  of  view  of  its  function  as 
well  as  its  content.  But  this  style  of  classification  runs  the  risk  of  sorting 
out  something  as  the  word  by  opposition  to  something  else  which  is  not  the 
word  or  only  very  secondarily  so.  Such  a  procedure  is  contrary  to  the 
way  in  which  the  Israelite  community,  and  the  Christian  community  as 
well,  preserved  and  received  this  literature. 

For  Israel  accepted  the  entire  Tanak  (even  though  it  allowed  for  the  cen¬ 
trality  of  the  Torah)  as  the  word  of  God.  Early  in  Israel’s  history,  an  in¬ 
formal  canonization  process  began  to  work,  when  the  stories  of  the  Patriarchs 
and  the  Exodus  took  shape  and  were  handed  down.7  As  the  process  ac¬ 
celerated,  the  whole  literature  was  received  by  the  community  as  somehow 
being  God’s  word  to  them.  Even  the  legal  corpora,  which  modern  scholar¬ 
ship  has  shown  to  be  the  cutomary  law  and  legal  policy  common  to  the  an¬ 
cient  Near  East,  were  so  viewed.  The  Priestly  account  of  the  Tabernacle 
is  presented  in  terms  of,  “the  Lord  said  to  Moses,”  and  this  formula  is  used 
countless  times  in  the  Pentateuch  to  introduce  laws.  Hence,  one  may  ask 
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how  Westermann  can  characterize  (at  least  certain)  legal  narratives  as 
“God’s  address  to  men”  when  he,  along  with  most  modern  scholars,  recognizes 
that  this  and  similar  formulae  are  merely  a  literary  device  and  not  historical. 
He  simply  decides  to  evaluate  positively  the  “historical”  framework  of  the 
laws  as  conveying  God’s  word  to  the  community — perhaps  because  this  is 
the  way  in  which  the  community  came  to  understand  the  laws.  It  is  im¬ 
portant  to  observe  that  it  is  the  final,  community  understanding  (which 
historical  investigation  would  not  support)  which  is  the  hermeneutical  prin¬ 
ciple  in  this  classification.  I  am  in  sympathy  with  this  thrust,  but  it  seems 
arbitrary,  then,  to  group  the  laws  with  the  prophetic  word  as  “God’s  address 
to  man”  and  fail  to  find  a  place  for  the  wisdom  literature. 

As  regards  the  prophetic  word,  Westermann  has  argued  that  the  proclaimed 
word  of  salvation  or  judgment  is  God’s  word  directly,  whereas  the  reason 
( Begriindung )  joined  to  it  is  so  only  indirectly.8  Now  it  would  appear  liter¬ 
ary  criticism  becomes  the  touchstone  to  the  (almost  pure  I)  word  of  God, 
which  is  separate  from  the  prophetic  expansion  of  it.  It  is  an  illusion  to 
pinpoint  the  word  of  God  in  this  manner,  and  Westermann  himself  admits 
that  the  messenger  formula  gradually  becomes  the  introduction  to  the  prophe¬ 
tic  speech,  so  that  the  whole  is  designated  as  the  word  of  God,  or  it  even 
comes  to  indicate  speeches  that  make  no  claim  to  be  prophetic  speeches. 
This  fact  should  warn  us  against  giving  primacy  to  the  word  of  God,  which 
the  prophet  was  supposedly  consciously  aware  of.  If  one  can  thus  distinguish 
between  early  and  late  “stages”  of  the  word  of  God,  why  should  one  come 
down  on  one  stage  as  primary? 

Again,  “man’s  address  to  God”  is  too  narrowly  viewed  when  it  is  limited 
to  Old  Testament  prayer.  There  is  a  response  to  God  present  in  all  the  varie¬ 
ties  of  literary  forms  found  in  the  Bible.  The  initiative  of  God  and  the  re¬ 
action  of  man,  on  whatever  profound  or  even  minimal  level,  are  inherent 
to  the  inspired  word.  Finally,  it  is  only  by  a  tour  de  force  that  wisdom 
literature  is  retained  by  Westermann  as  some  kind  of  word.  He  has  related 
the  wisdom  literature  with  the  notion  of  the  divine  blessing;  it  might  be 
called  the  word  which  expresses  the  power  of  God’s  blessing  at  work  in  the 
world.  All  the  more  reason,  then,  to  refuse  a  secondary  rating  to  it.  We  must 
take  seriously  the  fact  that  the  community  preserved  it  as  part  of  the  total 
communication  of  God  to  his  people.  The  sages  did  not  distinguish  between — 
much  less  evaluate — revelation  and  reason,  history  and  human  experience, 
as  channels  of  divine  communication.  The  broad  realm  of  human  conduct 
was  the  area  which  they  observed,  and  it  was  not  closed  off  from  the  divine, 
it  was  not  “profane,”  as  we  tend  to  classify  it.  Israel  had  no  difficulty  in 
accepting  wisdom  itself  as  divine  and  speaking  in  the  name  of  God.  As  G. 
von  Rad  describes  it: 
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Nevertheless  one  can  say  that  she  is  the  form  in  which  Yahweh’s  will  and 
his  association  with  man  (in  other  words,  salvation)  comes  to  him.  She  is 
the  essence  of  what  man  needs  for  a  good  life,  and  of  what  God  gives  him. 
But  most  importantly,  wisdom  does  not  present  herself  to  man  as  a  thing, 
or  teaching,  or  guidance  or  salvation,  etc.,  but  as  a  person,  an  “I”  who 
calls.  Hence  wisdom  is  really  the  form  in  which  Yahweh  makes  himself 
present  and  in  which  he  wants  to  be  sought  after  by  man.  “He  who  finds 
me  finds  life”  (Prov  8:  35).  Only  Yahweh  can  speak  this  way.® 

We  have  been  insisting  upon  Israel’s  reception  and  preservation  of  the 
word  as  a  totality,  over  against  any  literary  analysis  which  might  be  erected 
into  a  touchstone  that  would  categorize  or  pinpoint  the  word  of  God,  de¬ 
limiting  it  to  a  specific  area  of  the  Old  Testament.  The  same  problem  ap¬ 
pears  in  another  form  as  the  “canon  within  the  canon.”  The  concept  of  a 
selective  canon  has  emerged  recently  in  the  New  Testament  context,  and 
it  has  been  asserted  for  the  Old  Testament  by  G.  E.  Wright.10 

Wright’s  presentation  is  both  theoretical  and  practical.  Theoretically,  he 
sees  the  Torah  as  holding  the  rest  of  the  varied  literature  around  it.  But 
he  offers  no  evidence  for  this.  One  could  possibly  point  to  the  eventual 
identification  of  wisdom  with  Torah  (Deut  4:  6-8;  Sir  24;  Bar  4:  1-4)  as  a 
measure  of  proof,  but  this  remains  rather  slender  support.  One  should, 
rather,  recognize  a  lack  of  a  synthesizing,  classifying  principle  behind  Israel’s 
collection. 

Practically,  he  argues  that  the  actual  meaning  of  the  canon  cannot  be 
considered  apart  from  the  reigning  theology  of  a  given  period:  “The  truth 
is  to  be  found  in  the  actual  usage,  and  here  the  current  theology  of  the  user 
provides  the  interpretative  principle  whereby  the  canon  within  the  canon 
can  be  discerned.”11  This  certainly  reflects  what  is  happening,  but  it  should 
not  be  erected  into  a  principle.  It  yields  too  much  to  the  Zeitgeist,  the  con¬ 
stantly  changing  historical  situation  of  the  reader.  One  must  also  obey  the 
complex  and  varied  style  of  the  Old  Testament  word,  which  provides  a 
corrective  to  the  narrow  view  of  a  particular  age.  The  total  word  is  the 
yardstick  against  which  to  measure  such  principles  as  Law  and  Gospel, 
which  tend  to  become  the  only  axis  of  biblical  interpretation.  A  refusal 
to  delimit  the  canon  means  that  one  can  escape  partially  from  the  narrow 
point  of  view  imposed  by  one’s  own  historicity — an  important  hermeneutical 
gain.  The  acceptance  of  the  total  canon  brings  with  it  inevitable  tensions, 
such  as  the  particular  and  jarring  viewpoints  expressed  in  books  like' Pro¬ 
verbs  and  Ecclesiastes,  which  are  not  flattened  out  because  the  canon  is 
closed.  But  the  recognition  of  a  total  and  fixed  canon  will  correct  the  ten¬ 
dency  of  each  generation  to  “recanonize”  the  sacred  books. 
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Ill 

It  is  in  the  context  of  the  dynamic  aspect  of  the  word  that  we  will  ask  how 
the  Old  Testament  is  the  word  of  God  to  the  Christian.  The  dynamic  aspect 
of  words  in  general  has  been  sharply  stated  by  Ebeling:  “We  do  not  get  at 
the  nature  of  words  by  asking  what  they  contain,  but  by  asking  what  they 
effect,  what  they  set  going,  what  future  they  disclose.”12  The  Old  Testament 
is  an  answer  to  this  kind  of  question,  for  it  is  the  result  of  asking  what  the 
word  of  God  to  his  servants  has  set  going.  The  vitality  of  the  word  has  been 
brought  home  to  us  through  the  insights  into  the  Old  Testament  literature 
provided  by  form  criticism  and  tradition  history.  We  now  recognize  the 
movement  within  this  literature.  The  saving  acts  of  God  in  the  Exodus  event 
become  the  basis  of  Israel’s  experience  of  salvation.  Deutero-Isaiah  sees  the 
liberation  from  exile  as  a  New  Exodus.  The  Deuteronomistic  historian  pre¬ 
sents  a  thematic  view  of  Israel’s  past  by  taking  up  sources  that  are  disparate 
in  origin:  annals,  cycles  of  prophets,  epic  stories.  The  Chronicler  does  not 
allow  this  view  of  the  Deuteronomist  to  become  official  for  his  generation, 
and  so  he  moves  the  horizon  of  history  to  legitimatization,  with  the  help 
of  Moses  and  David.  The  prophets  expand  the  cultic  and  legal  traditions  of 
earlier  generations.  The  authors  of  Job  and  Qohelet  take  their  stand  against 
the  traditional  wisdom  which  is  presented  in  Proverbs.  The  author  of  the 
Wisdom  of  Solomon  returns  to  the  formula  of  the  sages  (wisdom  brings  life), 
in  order  to  deepen  it  (justice  is  immortal;  Wis  1:  15),  and  he  proposes  a 
meditation  on  the  Exodus  that  is  a  rarity  in  the  wisdom  tradition.  The 
bourgeois  sage  of  Jerusalem,  Ben  Sira,  offers  the  “praise  of  the  Fathers” 
(Sir  44:  1  ff),  a  kind  of  salvation  history,  in  an  age  when  wisdom  has  been 
identified  with  the  Law. 

Where  is  the  word  of  God  in  all  this?  It  is  on  the  march,  being  deepened 
and  expanded  in  the  successive  generations  of  Israel  as  the  community  lived 
with  and  reinterpreted  the  word.13  This  movement  continues  into  the  Chris¬ 
tian  Church.  Heb  1:  1  suggests  that  it  is  in  virtue  of  his  faith  in  Christ  that 
the  Christian  accepts  the  Old  Testament  as  the  word  of  God  to  him.  It 
remains  for  him  to  work  out  a  relationship  between  the  Old  and  the  New: 
“In  many  and  various  ways  God  spoke  of  old  to  the  fathers  by  the  prophets; 
but  in  these  days  he  has  spoken  to  us  by  a  Son  .  .  .  Ultimately,  the 
Christian  cannot  view  the  Old  Testament  apart  from  the  New,  although 
Christian  theologians  have  contested  this  statement.  The  nature  of  the 
relationship  of  the  two  Testaments  is  far  too  complex  to  treat  here,  but  a 
few  basic  considerations  are  in  order.14 
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The  dynamic  aspect  of  the  word  of  God  points  up  the  reality  of  the  history 
of  biblical  traditions.  The  movement  of  the  word  perdured  into  the  primitive 
Church,  which  reinterpreted  the  Old  Testament  in  the  light  of  God’s  eschato¬ 
logical  intervention  in  Christ.  Thus,  the  Christian  understanding  of  the  Old 
Testament  as  the  word  of  God  is  a  Christian  prejudgment  ( Vorverstandnis ). 
In  terms  of  our  earlier  discussion  of  the  canon,  we  may  claim  Christ  as  our 
ultimate  canonical  principle  (thus,  approximately  Luther’s  was  Christum 
treibet).  We  have  already  noted  the  limiting  factor  inherent  in  the  notion 
of  a  canon  within  the  canon.  The  same  caution  is  to  be  applied  when  Christ 
becomes  the  ultimate  canon,  lest  one  lose  the  total  dimension  of  the  word 
of  God.  I  emphasize  ultimate  canonical  principle,  for  I  would  not  go  so 
far  as  to  say,  with  N.  Lohfink,  ‘That  the  Old  Testament  is  the  ‘Word  of 
God’  only  to  the  extent  that  it  leads  to,  and  is  taken  up  by  and  exists 
in  view  of  Christ,  the  authentic  and  final  Word  of  God.”15  This  would 
seem  to  flatten  out  the  Old  Testament,  contrary  to  Lohfink’s  intention,  in 
the  manner  of  Wilhelm  Vischer.  It  presupposes  more  unity  and  continuity 
between  the  Testaments  than  actually  exist.  Any  norm,  and  especially  an 
ultimate  one,  has  limited  application,  and  usually  in  a  negative  way.  Christ 
as  canon  serves  to  negate  and  correct  a  given  thrust  of  Old  Testament  thought 
(e.g.,  the  notion  of  Sheol,  the  complaints  of  the  psalmist  or  Job).  Positively, 
however,  it  is  the  structure  of  my  own  existence  which  allows  me  to  ap¬ 
propriate  such  a  thrust  as  the  word  of  God.  The  remarks  of  James  Barr 
supply  a  needed  nuance;  he  distinguishes  between  the  intended  content  of 
a  text  and  its  purpose: 

Our  use  of  the  texts  should  relate  to  the  intended  content  because  it  was 
through  the  intended  content  that  his  [God's]  purpose  moved  forward,  even 
if  the  intended  content  does  not  comprehend  that  purpose.  Ultimately,  it 
must  be  said  that  this  “not  yet”  is  not  negative,  and  for  an  important 
(though  perhaps  controversial)  theological  reason:  positivity  in  this  con¬ 
text  is  not  determined  by  Jesus  Christ  solely.  The  positivity  here  is  that 
the  One  God  of  Israel  is  proceeding  with  his  purpose.  Our  Christian  faith 
is  that  the  sending  of  Jesus  Christ  is  the  culmination  of  this  purpose.  This 
does  not  mean  that  Jesus  Christ  becomes  the  criterion  for  the  meaningful¬ 
ness  of  that  which  is  done  by  God  before  he  is  sent.16 

While  the  Church  has  taken  over  the  Old  Testament  and  reinterpreted  it, 
she  has  never  canonized  a  definitive  method  for  understanding  it.  The 
manner  in  which  the  relationship  is  to  be  worked  out  has  always  varied, 
and  it  will  always  vary,  according  to  the  needs  and  the  insights  of  the  com¬ 
munity  of  faith.  The  particular  method  of  exegesis  employed  by  the  New 
Testament  writers,  or  by  the  Fathers,  need  not  and  cannot  be  adopted  in 
the  twentieth  century.  The  relationship  between  the  two  Testaments  re- 
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mains  complex,  and  the  several  lines  (e.g.,  promise-fulfillment)  which  binds 
them  together  must  be  allowed  to  stand  in  the  midst  of  all  the  discontinuity. 
It  is  impossible  to  forge  a  conceptual  unity  of  the  relationship.  The  vicis¬ 
situdes  of  Israel’s  history  prevent  this,  but  at  the  same  time  they  present 
various  lines — institutional  (e.g.,  kingship,  sacrifice,  etc.)  and  conceptual 
(messiah,  servant  of  God,  etc.) — which  can  be  taken  up  and  pursued.  As 
A.  Jepsen  notes,  the  New  Testament  supplies  “the  question,  the  point  of 
view,  not  the  interpretation  itself”  of  the  Old  Testament  text,  and  thus  it 
has  a  “heuristic  function”  in  opening  up  the  word  of  God  to  its  fullness.17 

There  are  more  points  of  dissimilarity  than  of  similarity  between  the  two 
Testaments.  But  the  balance  between  continuity  and  discontinuity  cannot 
be  judged  quantitatively.  Rather,  the  balance  is  one  of  tension.  Positive 
and  negative  points,  even  if  they  negate  each  other  logically,  do  not  cancel 
each  other  out  in  the  historical  development  of  which  the  Bible  is  the  written 
record.  They  exist  together  as  witness  to  the  variety  of  God’s  dealings  with 
men.  One  lives  with  this  fact  only  in  virtue  of  the  faith  in  the  Lord  of  Abra¬ 
ham  as  the  Father  of  Jesus  Christ.  N.  Lohfink  has  well  expressed  the  balan¬ 
cing  of  these  tensions  in  the  case  of  Ecclesiastes: 

Similarly,  in  dealing  with  the  book  of  Qohelet,  one  cannot  avoid  bringing 
out  especially  the  melancholic  and  pervasive  concern  with  this  world,  which 
encompasses  his  faith.  Then  the  pros  and  cons  of  this  traditio-historical 
discussion  concerning  a  faith  that  is  limited  by  this  world  will  have  to  be 
developed.  The  New  Testament  message  of  the  resurrection  of  the  Lord 
and  of  all  who  believe  in  him  will  appear  as  the  opposite  pole  to  Qohelet. 
But  then  the  interpretation  is  to  be  continued  up  into  our  own  time;  if  the 
modern  reader  does  not  finally  have  to  make  his  own  decision  of  faith  in 
the  resurrection,  then  the  proper  role  of  the  “Christian”  truth  of  Qohelet 
has  not  been  served.  Thus  the  faith  of  Qohelet  is  not  to  be  pushed  aside 
and  forgotten,  as  one  might  like  to  think,  as  a  kind  of  preliminary  position 
or  indeed  as  an  error.  Rather,  if  the  exegesis  is  correctly  done,  it  remains 
as  an  enduring  dimension  of  belief  in  the  resurrection.  Were  it  to  disappear, 
the  meaning  of  the  resurrection  message  would  probably  be  no  longer  rightly 
understood.18 

Finally,  any  approach  to  the  question  of  the  relationship  between  the  two 
Testaments  can  profit  from  the  reaction  of  Dietrich  Bonhoeffer: 

My  thoughts  and  feelings  seem  to  be  getting  more  and  more  like  the  Old 
Testament,  and  no  wonder,  I  have  been  reading  it  much  more  than  the 
New  for  the  last  few  months.  It  is  only  when  one  knows  the  ineffability 
of  the  Name  of  God  that  one  can  utter  the  name  of  Jesus  Christ.  It  is  only 
when  one  loves  life  and  the  world  so  much  that  without  them  everything 
would  be  gone,  that  one  can  believe  in  the  resurrection  and  a  new  world  .  .  . 
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I  don’t  think  it  is  Christian  to  want  to  get  to  the  New  Testament  too  soon 
and  too  directly.19 
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Does  Archeology  Prove 
Chronicles  Sources? 


“Archaeological  and  historical  studies  have  now  rendered  [Chron¬ 
icles]  more  respectable  and  have  shown  it  to  be  at  times  more  accurate  than 
some  of  its  parallel  sources,”  wrote  honored  sexagenarian  Professor  Myers 
emphatically  at  the  very  outset  of  his  three-volume  masterpiece.1  He  here 
espouses  a  view  which  has  been  most  trenchantly  set  forth  and  justified 
by  Martin  Noth.2  We  feel  that  a  detailed  evaluation  of  Noth’s  two  bed¬ 
rock  cases,  plus  mention  of  all  minor  items  which  scrutiny  can  discover, 
will  be  an  appreciated  service  not  only  to  Professor  Myers  but  to  the  lamented 
German  Lutheran  master  whose  admirable  methodology  we  strive  to  follow 
even  where  it  may  lead  to  conclusions  not  bolstering  his  own.3 
Here  are  Noth’s  words: 

We  have  in  the  exposition  of  the  post-Solomonic  kings  of  Judah  two  in¬ 
dividual  details  not  derived  from  the  Deuteronomist  [Sam- Kings).  We  are 
in  a  position  to  prove  from  other  data  that  these  are  historically  reliable: 
so  much  so  that  we  are  forced  to  suppose  the  use  of  a  preexilic  source  by 
the  Chronicler  ....  The  question  cannot  be  answered  with  generalized 
plausibilities,  but  only  with  meticulous  demonstration  in  individual  cases. 
We  may  assume  older  sources  used  by  the  Chronicler  but  unknown  to  us 
only  where  we  are  authorized  by  solid  grounds,  taking  into  account  the 
work’s  overall  character.  In  less  secure  cases  we  will  do  well  to  leave  open 
a  decision  until  new  evidence  is  available.4 


The  Tunnel:  2  Chron  32:  3,  30  ||  2  Kings  20:  20  [Is  22:  9-11; 
Sir  48:  17] 

The  first  bedrock  case  of  sources  found  by  Noth  in  his  magisterial  Chronicles 
analysis  is  Hezekiah’s  tunnel.  The  religious  reform  of  2  Kings  18:  4,  greatly 
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amplified  in  2  Chron  31  plus  29  f,  must  doubtless  be  seen  as  a  veiled  project 
to  reassert  the  independence  of  United  Israel  vis-a-vis  Assyria  (2  Kings  18: 
6).  Idols  like  Nehushtan  probably  included  statues  of  Assyrian  divinities 
set  up  in  sanctuaries,  even  of  Jerusalem,  as  guarantors  of  treaty.  Such  a 
“protectorate”  treaty  was  sought  from  Pul  by  Ahaz  of  Judah  in  735  b.c. 
(2  Chron  28:  16  ||),  and  imposed  on  the  northland  by  Sargon  in  721  b.c. 
(2  Kings  17:  6).  The  idol  purge  at  Jerusalem  involved  token  representatives 
of  all  the  northern  tribes  as  part  of  an  “Ecumenical  Passover,”  narrated 
only  by  2  Chron  30:  11;  31:  l.6  Manpower  resources  and  economic  benefits 
streaming  toward  Zion  in  the  pilgrimage  revival  (2  Chron  31:  12)  made 
possible  an  extensive  building  of  fortifications  (2  Chron  32:5;  diverginglj 
but  more  plainly  prior  to  Sennacherib’s  invasion  in  2  Kings  18:  8).  Amonj 
these  defense  projects  is  explicitly  included  the  tunnel  from  Gihon  to  Siloam 


2  Kings  20:  20.  And  the  rest  of 
the  information  about  Hezekiah  and 
all  his  [G  dynasteia  -}-]  geste,  and  his 
*  building  of  the  pool  and  the  conduit  ’ 
[G  'spring  and  aqueduct’]  so  as  to 
bring  the  waters  toward  [G  into]  the 
city,  are  not  these  written  up  in  the 
book  of  annals  of  the  kings  of  Judah? 

Is  22:  9.  “You  [pi.:  Hezekiah  and?] 
collected  the  waters  of  the  lower  pool; 
you  made  a  sump  within  the  two 
walls  for  the  waters  of  the  old  pool.” 

Sir  48:  17.  Hezekiah  fortified  his 
city  and  brought  Gog  into  their  midst 
[GB;  Awater  (scanal)  into  its  midst]; 
with  iron  he  excavated  the  hewn  rock, 
and  built  up  springs  for  the  waters. 


2  Chron  32:  2.  Hezekiah  saw  thal 
Sennacherib  was  on  his  way  to  mounl 
a  siege  of  Jerusalem.  3  He  took  coun 
sel  with  his  princes  [G  elders]  and  his 
power-structure  about  shutting  of: 
the  waters  of  the  springs  [pi.  also  G 
which  [G  antecedent  'waters’]  stooc 
outside  the  city,  and  they  promisee 
their  cooperation.  4  So  they  [G  he 
got  together  a  big  crowd  and  shut  of 
all  the  water-[G  of  the]  sources,  in 
eluding  the  wadi  [G  river]  which '  flood 
over  inside  the  land*  [G  'serves  as  (o 
passes  its)  boundary  through  the  city] 
“Why,”  it  was  murmured,  “shoul< 
kings  [G  the  king]  of  Assyria  be  abl 
to  invade  and  find  water  all  ready  f 
[G  +  kai  katischysen  '  and  he  sue 
ceeded*  ( ischyd )  or  'shut  it  off*  ( icho)\ 
30  Such  was  the  Hezekiah  who  stoppe< 
up  the  upper  fount  of  waters  o 
Gihon  [G  Sion]  and  directed  them  t 
'  a  lower  point  more  westerly  in  rela 
tion  to’  [G  pool  of]  the  Davidic  city 


Two  empirical  data  of  the  case  are  known  from  modern  exploration:  th 
tunnel,  and  its  inscription.  The  inscription  near  the  Siloam  issue  at  th 
south  end  of  the  tunnel  was  found  by  boys  at  play  in  1880.  It  was  on  a  sid 
wall  where  the  native  rock  had  been  smoothed  off  over  an  area  of  29  by  67  cu 
of  which  only  the  lower  half  was  occupied  by  six  lines  of  writing.  Thi 
block  was  detached  and  removed  to  Istanbul,  where  it  is  now  on  the  secon 
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floor  of  the  classical  (not  Near  East)  museum,  and  can  be  visited  only  with 
advance  permit,  difficult  to  secure,  allegedly  because  of  the  frailty  of  the 
flooring. 

Content  of  the  inscription  is  vivid  but  tantalizingly  laconic.  If  our  re¬ 
reading  or  translation  of  the  Hebrew  strives  neither  to  imply  nor  to  exclude 
more  than  the  text  itself  does  regarding  the  idiomatic  expression  “man  to 
his  brother,”  we  may  find  ourselves  forced  to  corroborate  the  now  universal 
assumption  of  two  teams  working  toward  each  other  from  opposite  ends  of  the 
tunnel.  But  we  should  ask  ourselves  whether  the  text  itself  contains  any 
expression  incompatible  with  an  assumption  that  the  hewers  and  callers 
were  together  and  cutting  in  the  same  direction.  “While  ‘it’  was  being 
cut,  the  voice  of  one  man  calling  to  another  three  cubits  away  was  heard  .  .  . 
the  excavators  hewed  toward  one  another,  axe  against  axe,  and  the  water 
flowed  from  the  spring  toward  the  pool,  1200  cubits  [1750  ft,  533  m],  100 
cubits  below  the  rock  surface  over  the  workers*  heads.”6 

The  inscription  does  not  mention  Hezekiah  or  any  historical  event  even 
remotely  datable.  In  fact  we  may  generalize  that  apart  from  the  (Kings) 
notice  that  Hezekiah  made  a  canal  for  the  (Gihon)  spring,  we  would  have  no 
archeological  ground  for  dating  this  tunnel  any  more  accurately  than  we 
do  for  the  extension  of  the  southern  wall  to  the  southwest  hill,  controverted 
over  a  period  of  1,300  years.7  Paleography  of  the  letters  fits  between  the 
Moabite  Stone  830  b.c.  and  the  Lachish  Letters  589  b.c.  This  estimate — 
taking  in  stride  the  fact  that  the  former  is  in  a  different  dialect  and  the  latter 
in  a  different  medium — scarcely  ties  us  down  to  the  time  of  Hezekiah. 

The  canal  itself  was  excavated  and  cleared  by  an  expedition  under  Mon¬ 
tagu  Parker.  His  work  was  never  published  because  it  was  suddenly  and 
definitively  interrupted  under  suspicion  of  misdemeanor,  presumably  the 
intention  of  penetrating  forbidden  areas  under  the  Muslim  sanctuary  on  the 
nearby  Temple  area.  But  Pere  Hugues  Vincent  was  au  courant  as  adviser 
of  the  work,  and  while  defending  the  excavator’s  integrity  he  provides  a 
relatively  complete  account.  He  narrates  vividly  how  the  hardships  caused 
for  Siloam  villagers  by  the  expedition’s  blocking  up  the  tunnel  flow  from 
Gihon  were  ended  by  an  acclaim  for  the  renewed  pouring  forth  of  the  waters, 
which  must  have  been  very  like  the  excitement  recorded  in  the  inscription.8 
Barrois  considers  evident  from  the  present-day  appearance  of  the  tunnel  it¬ 
self  that  it  was  built  by  crews  working  independently  from  opposite  direc¬ 
tions.9  But  the  only  real  fact  on  which  this  judgment  can  be  based  is  an 
unevenness  near  the  midpoint,  noticeable  enough  in  itself  but  not  enough 
to  exclude  some  casual  error  or  obstacle,  and  in  any  case  trifling  in  comparison 
with  the  incredible  accuracy  of  the  supposed  independent  crews. 
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The  tunnel  has  remained  open  to  the  public — that  is,  to  occasional  schol¬ 
ars — naturally  with  some  inconvenience  and  repugnance  for  the  users  of 
the  water.  A  group  can  walk  in  either  direction  in  about  twenty  minutes; 
flashlights  and  sandals  are  desirable,  as  well  as  bathing  trunks,  though  the 
water  rarely  reaches  above  the  knees  except  near  the  two  accesses.  The 
canal  floor  is  remarkably  level,  with  a  carefully  calculated  slight  downward 
slope,  and  with  occasional  sharp  pebbles  strewn  about.  The  ceiling  is  gener¬ 
ally  about  six  feet  high,  but  with  notable  variations.  The  canal  is  S-shaped, 
and  takes  533  m  (1,750  ft  =  1200  cubits)  to  cover  the  335  m  (1100  ft)  in  a 
straight  line  from  Gihon  to  Siloam.10  In  the  supposition  of  two  teams  working 
from  opposite  directions,  it  was  a  well-nigh  incredible  feat  of  technology 
to  meet  head-on  so  accurately,  even  if  the  line  had  been  straight.  No 
hypothesis  as  to  the  reason  for  the  S-shape  has  rallied  consensus;  there  are 
both  interest  and  difficulty  in  the  claim  that  some  tombs  far  above  were 
to  be  avoided. 

Infinitely  more  perplexing  is  the  question  of  whether  the  Siloam  egress  of 
the  tunnel  was  inside  the  city  wall.  This  was  indubitable,  according  to 
Barrois.  But  most  experts  find  the  relevant  excavated  data  exasperatingly 
ambiguous.  The  two  major  recent  researches  maintain  that  only  around 
the  time  of  Hezekiah  himself  was  the  south  wall  of  the  Davidic  city  extended 
from  the  east  to  the  west  hill.11  Some  date  this  as  early  as  David  himself 
or  even  the  Jebusites.12  But  a  post-Nehemiah  dating  has  gained  wide  sup¬ 
port.13  The  extreme  dating  was  that  of  Albright — as  late  as  the  time  of 
Herod.14  But  the  recent  excavations  of  Miss  Kenyon  now  claim  certitude 
for  a  date  nearly  a  hundred  years  later.15 

Comparing  now  the  facts  with  the  Chronicles  report,  we  find  that  the 
name  Gihon  is  explicit  only  there,  along  with  a  less  obvious  clue  that  it  is 
“upper”  in  relation  not  only  to  the  unnamed  egress  but  also  to  a  second 
water  source  available  a  half  mile  farther  south  at  Rogel.16  However,  the 
unlikelihood  that  “the  water  source  of  Jerusalem”  could  be  taken  as  anything 
other  than  Gihon  is  made  clear  already  in  the  Chronicler’s  vs  3.  The  Kings 
parallel  in  fact  describes  the  enterprise  more  concretely  than  a  proper  name 
could  have  done,  with  technical  terms  like  “tunnel”  and  “pool”  not  in  Chron¬ 
icles.17  As  for  “the  wadi  which  floods  over  inside  the  land,”  this  is  usually 
taken  to  refer  to  that  open-air  channel  which  had  already  been  made  earlier 
to  carry  Gihon’s  waters  farther  southward.18  No  fault  can  be  found  with  that 
interpretation,  but  it  adds  no  information  either;  if  the  spring  itself  was 
diverted,  its  waters  would  no  longer  flow  where  they  had  hitherto  flowed. 
But  nahal  usually  means  “wadi,”  and  may  well  refer  to  Kidron  itself  as 
the  location  of  the  spring.19  Satap  may  indeed  mean  just  “flow,”  but  its 
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nuance  of  overflow  would  better  fit  the  rare  wadi  torrents  than  the  slight 
variations  in  volume  of  water  issuing  from  Gihon. 

We  will  conclude  that  the  essential  fact  is  narrated  in  Kings  concisely 
and  on  the  whole  more  informatively.  Differences  in  Chronicles  consist  in 
making  explicit  or  rambling  or  ambiguous  what  was  knowable  from  the 
Kings  text.  Thus,  whatever  archeological  data  Support  the  Chronicles  vari¬ 
ants  support  a  fortiori  the  Kings  narrative  from  which  the  whole  informa¬ 
tional  content  was  or  could  have  been  derived.  But  there  is  no  evidence  other 
than  the  biblical  text  itself  (if  we  leave  wishful  thinking  out  of  account) 
that  the  tunnel  was  built  within  500  years  on  either  side  of  Hezekiah,  or 
that  its  inscription  can  be  dated  more  narrowly  than  within  200  years  on 
either  side  of  him. 

This  attained,  we  may  fully  accept  the  terms  in  which  Noth  proposes  three 
cognate  cases  to  stand  or  fall  with  the  validity  of  the  tunnel-document 
supposition.  The  same  or  a  similar  transmitted  source  would  have  included 
also  the  data  on  other  installations  of  defensive  scope  attributed  to  Judean 
kings  in  Chronicles  but  not  in  Kings:  Rehoboam,  2  Chron  1 1 :  5-10;  Uzziah, 
2  Chron  26:  9-15;  Manasseh,  2  Chron  33:  14a.20  Noth  finds  these  three 
examples  to  be  detailed  by  the  Chronicler  in  a  way  which  distinguishes  them 
from  similar  observations  of  military  preparedness  which  he  could  have 
glibly  supplied  from  his  inner  awareness  of  what  normally  happens,  or  gen¬ 
eralized  from  the  above  “documented”  notices:  2  Chron  11:  11  f  (with  part 
of  vs  10);  14:  5  ff;  17:  2,  12-19;  25:  5;  26:  11-14;  27:  3  f;  33:  14b. 


Josiah’s  Death:  2  Chron  35:  20-24  ||  2  Kings  23:  29  f 


2  Kings  23:  29.  In  the  days  of 
[Josiah],  Pharaoh  Neco  king  of  Egypt 
went  up  on  behalf  of  [fal  in  sense 
implied  by  Gadd  Chronicle,  not 
‘against']  the  king  of  Assyria  to  the 
river  Euphrates.  So  Josiah  went  to 
intercept  him.  But  he  [G  Nechao] 
killed  him  at  sight  at  Megiddo  [G 
Magedo].  30  His  retainers  drove  him 
away  dead  from  Megiddo  [GB  Make- 
don].  They  brought  him  to  Jerusa¬ 
lem  and  buried  him  ‘with  a  funeral' 
[or  ‘in  a  tomb',  G  taphos  also  am¬ 
bivalent]  of  his  own. 


2  Chron  35:  20.  After  all  these 
consolidations  of  the  Temple  on  the 
part  of  Josiah,  Neco  king  of  Egypt 
came  up  to  join  the  battle  ‘at  Car- 
chemish,  eaf'  [>GAB]  Euphrates.  Jo¬ 
siah  went  out  to  intercept  him.  21  He 
however  had  sent  to  him  this  mes¬ 
sage:  “Wh~t  affair  is  this  of  yours, 
king  of  Judah?  You  are  not  minding 
[cal]  your  own  business  [G,  S,  V:  I  am 
not  moving  against  you]  today,  but 
‘against  the  house  of'  [G  to  make] 
my  quarrel.  Elohim  has  said  [so]  to 
my  ‘dismay'  [or  as  G  ‘hastening']. 
Lay  off  of  Elohim  who  is  with  me. 
Otherwise  he  will  destroy  you.”  22 
But  Josiah  did  not  turn  back  from 
him.  In  order  to  do  battle  with  him, 
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he  'disguised  himself’21  [G  withstood]. 
He  refused  to  listen  to  Neco’s  observa¬ 
tions  coming  from  Elohim.  On  he 
came,  to  the  battle  in  Megiddo  plain. 
23  The  archers  promptly  shot  down 
King  Josiah.  Then  the  king  said  to 
his  retainers,  “Bear  me  away;  I  am 
on  my  last  legs”.  24  His  retainers 
transferred  him  from  his  chariot  and 
drove  him  in  the  spare  chariot  he  had 
brought  along.  They  brought  him  to 
Jerusalem.  There  he  died,  and  was 
buried  amid  the  tombs  of  his  fathers. 
All  Judah  along  with  Jerusalem  be¬ 
wailed  Josiah. 

Noth  admits  frankly  that  the  Chronicler’s  genuine  additions  to  the  Kings 
report  are  here  harder  to  detect  amid  much  that  is  mere  paraphrase.  Every¬ 
thing  about  the  mode  of  the  king’s  wounding  can  be  dismissed  as  a  perhaps 
subconscious  echo  of  the  similar  situation  of  Ahab’s  death  in  2  Chron  18: 
33  =  1  Kings  22:  34.  Similarly,  the  Chronicler’s  own  musings  can  be  seen 
in  the  curious  moralizing  about  Josiah’s  punishment  for  not  obeying  a 
message  transmitted  by  pharaoh  from  Elohim.  We  may  admit  that  the 
factual  details  are  “supplied  by  theological  reasoning”  from  the  Chronicler’s 
own  imagination.22  In  that  case,  we  need  feel  no  concern  about  who  this 
alleged  “god”  was:  the  Elohim  of  the  Hebrews  or  some  one  of  the  many 
gods  of  the  pharaohs.  It  may  have  been  the  divine  symbols  on  standards  of 
the  Egyptian  army.23  Venerable  authorities  even  suspect  the  Assyrian  king 
(=  ilani)  involved  here.24 

Strangely,  Noth  does  not  single  out  the  Chronicler’s  detail  that  only  after 
reaching  Jerusalem  did  Josiah  expire,  which  others  hold  to  be  historically 
factual.25  Ultimately  his  only  real  talking  point  is  the  purpose  of  Neco’s 
expedition,  which  is  given  by  the  Chronicler  so  vaguely  that  it  escapes  the 
positive  inaccuracy  which  Noth  attributes  to  Kings  as  disproved  by  the 
Gadd  Chronicle.26  Insofar  as  the  Chronicler  frequently  garbles  the  concise 
Kings  data  by  rotund  rhetoric,  we  can  hardly  be  surprised  to  see  his  vagueness 
occasionally  diverging  less  palpably  from  some  known  minor  detail  than  the 
Deuteronomist’s  exactness.  But  Noth  can  scarcely  have  overlooked  that 
lal  may  equally  well  mean  “for”  (as  Gadd)  or  “against”  (as  G),  exactly  like 
our  deplorably  ambiguous  English  “fight  with”27  Presuming  that  Josephus 
Antiquities  10  (74  ff)  5,  1  has  before  him  the  Greek  text  of  both  Kings  and 
Chronicles,  we  find  even  less  reason  for  Noth’s  further  supposition  that 
Josephus  was  using  a  third  source  distinct  from  that  of  either  biblical  report.28 
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Here  again,  supposing  as  proved  the  existence  of  a  factual  documentation 
underlying  the  Chronicler’s  report,  Noth  adds  minor  battle  reports  which 
gain  likelihood  from  it  for  the  reason  that  “they  just  don’t  look  like  the 
Chronicler’s  inventions”:  2  Chron  13:  3-20  (omitting  the  adverse  judgment 
of  1  Kings  15:  3-5);  14:  8—14;  26:  6-8;  27:  5;  28:  18.  Noth  reckons  loyally 
with  the  fact  that  these  instances,  and  especially  the  first  two,  may  owe 
their  lifelikeness  to  the  Chronicler’s  recollections  of  a  real  battle  which  took 
place  near  his  own  time.  He  can  project  it  back  into  a  historic  situation 
which  he  deems  similar,  just  as  the  author  of  Jubilees  attributes  Maccabee 
battle  traits  to  Jacob.89  Gladly  we  agree  with  Noth  that  there  is  something 
realistic  about  these  battle  descriptions;  this  would  not  indeed  be  beyond 
the  literary  skill  of  a  counterfeiter,  but  simply  does  not  fit  into  this  particular 
author’s  creativity.  Yet  the  point  at  issue,  highlighted  by  Noth  himself, 
remains:  whether  the  minor  episodes  gain  historical  reliability  from  the 
archeologically  proved  force  of  the  test  case  freely  chosen  by  him.80  We 
here  find  the  data  for  the  test  case  less  cogent  than  for  the  daughter  cases. 


Toponymy:  2  Chron  20:  1-30  (not  ||  2  Kings  3:  4-27) 

This  chapter  is  quite  emphatically  claimed  by  Noth  to  be  a  transformation 
of  2  Kings  3:  4-27,  though  that  Jehoram-Jehoshaphat  campaign  is  located 
elsewhere  by  Vannutelli  and  related  back,  rather,  to  2  Chron  18:  1-34,  which 
has  its  own  parallel  in  1  Kings  22:  1-^10.31  Noth’s  book  does  not  cite  his  own 
lengthy  article  spelling  out  details  of  the  same  conclusions,  except  perhaps 
for  a  more  vague  equating  with  2  Kings  3.32  He  formally  excludes  this 
passage  from  his  test  cases,  and  indeed  from  any  relevance  to  the  search  for 
the  Chronicler’s  written  sources  at  all,  because  he  thinks  that  the  variants 
from  Kings  here  are  due  to  a  tradition  known  indeed  to  the  Chronicler  but 
local  and  oral.38  But  we  must  take  into  account  the  extent  to  which  the 
whole  Bible  was  composed  normatively  in  oral  form  (for  which  the  early 
written  equivalent  served  chiefly  as  a  memory  aid,  like  our  systems  of 
musical  notation).34  In  any  case,  much  of  the  detective  work  which  would 
enable  us  to  intuit  in  the  variants  empirical  information  not  drawn  from 
the  Chronicler’s  own  head  would  be  just  as  relevant  to  oral  as  to  written 
source  determination. 

The  main  factual  empirical  content  is  found  to  be  in  2  Chron  20:  2,  “Ha- 
:azon-Tamar  which  is  En-Gedi.”  Though  the  Chronicler  “had  no  more 
dea  than  we  do  where  the  real  Hazazon-Tamar  of  Gen  14:  7  was  located,” 
le  in  fact  rightly  associated  with  En-Gedi  this  name  preserved  in  wadi 
Jasasa  of  Nabatean  Ma‘6n,  which  constitutes  the  upper  origins  of  the  wadi 
ifassara  (176.108  Israel  Survey  grid),  north  of  En-Gedi.  In  vs  27  of  the  same 
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chapter  may  be  noted  also  the  toponym  Beracah,  “blessing”:  representative 
sample  of  the  “etiology”  for  which  Noth’s  Josua  has  become  normative.35 

Toponymic  reasoning  like  the  foregoing  may  serve  as  a  model  for  the  type 
of  archeological  topography  that  has  characterized  the  century  between 
Robinson  and  Abel.36  To  locate  an  unidentified  toponym  related  in  a  biblical 
passage  to  a  known  metropolis,  a  noncommittal  list  is  made  of  all  discover¬ 
able  Arab  place-names  in  a  wide  circuit  around  that  area.  If  one  turns  out 
to  have  the  same  consonants  (taking  into  account  normal  ablaut  between 
Hebrew  and  Arabic),  then  a  check  is  made  at  the  spot:  not  necessarily  the 
exact  spot,  but  within  a  radius  to  which  toponyms  are  known  to  “migrate.” 
If  there  are  found  features  of  terrain  and  artifacts  compatible  with  the  bib¬ 
lical  episode  and  chronology,  then  a  working  hypothesis  is  laid  down.  Further 
inferences  regarding  either  that  episode  or  other  occurrences  of  the  name  are 
then  drawn,  and  gradually,  as  “it  all  hangs  together”  with  no  contradictions 
creeping  in,  the  hypothesis  is  taken  to  be  a  fact.  It  then  is  no  longer  im¬ 
portant  how  frail  the  original  guess  was,  because  the  assurance  now  lies  in 
a  convergence  of  empirical  compatibilities:  a  sound  and  normal  procedure 
of  the  inductive  sciences. 

Here  are  similar  geographical  details  divergently  given  in  Chronicles  from 
its  parallels,  and  recently  clarified  by  archeology.  Moriah  (“mountain;” 
Gen  22:  2  “land”)  is  attested  only  by  2  Chron  3:  1  (relevant  to  Solomon; 
not  David,  1  Chron  21:  15)  as  name  or  fortuitous  homonym  of  the  Jebusite 
crest  acquired  as  temple  area.  Vincent  upholds  with  rabbinic  tradition  that 
Abraham  from  near  Beersheba  could  have  gone  with  Isaac  as  far  as  Jerusa¬ 
lem.37  Glueck  denies  it.38  It  may  be  noted  that  ( har )  ha-nwriyya  (Aram 
amoriyy-a)  could  mean  “mountain  of  the  Amorite,”  which  may  well  be 
what  the  Chronicler  intended  to  write.39  In  payment  of  temple  materials, 
Solomon  gave  Hiram  some  cities  near  the  Tyre-Dan  border  (1  Kings  9:  10). 
But  2  Chron  8:  2  knows  only  cities  given  not  by  Solomon  but  to  him  by 
“Huram.”  Maybe  Hiram,  either  dissatisfied  (1  Kings  9:  13:  followed  by 
Hiram’s  implausible  compensation  to  Solomon)  or  otherwise  indemnified, 
just  gave  back  the  cities.  The  border  towns  seem  related  to  the  other  “Huram 
son  of  a  Tyrian  father  and  Danite  mother”  sent  by  King  Huram  as  architect 
in  2  Chron  2:  14.  The  “Valley  of  Salt”  where  David  defeated  Edom  (1  Chron 
18:  12)  and  Amaziah  massacred  hordes  of  Seir  and  Sela  (both  =  Petra; 
2  Chron  25:  11)  is  too  similar  to  the  parallel  (2  Sam  8:  13;  2  Kings  14:  7) 
to  shed  light  on  whether  we  are  here  dealing  with  “Salt-City”  of  Josh  15: 
62  =  Qumran.40  This  Seir  is  doubtless  distinct  from  the  one  near  Baalah 
[and]  Kiriath-jearim.41  The  Greek  of  1  Chron  18:  17  omits  the  “Cherethites” 
or  Cretans  cognate  to  (?Philistine)  Pelethites  in  David’s  bodyguard.42 
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Other  examples  abound  in  the  “genealogical  vestibule”  1  Chron  1-9, 
recently  treated  (with  Gen  parallels)  as  an  artificial  production  in  support 
of  David's  claims.43  Noth  devotes  many  pages  to  this  prologue  under  the 
heading  “post-ChronicIer  insertions,”  which  might  blind  us  to  the  fact  that 
he  firmly  makes  the  essential  lines  of  an  “Adam-to-David  history  by  cue- 
names”  in  Chapter  1  an  indispensable  part  of  the  Chronicler's  overall  plan. 
It  gathers  up  incidentally  much  of  the  biblical  ethnography.44  The  verses 
2  on  Kenan,  5  Javan,  7  Kittim,  8  Canaan,  and  17  f  Shem-Eber  are  prominent 
in  recent  researches  beyond  our  present  scope.45  We  have  treated  elsewhere 
relation  of  Ophir  (1:  23)  and  the  man  Tarshish  (7:  10)  to  the  “Tarshish 
(i.  e.  far-)sailing  ships”  sent  by  Solomon  to  “Ophir”  (2  Chron  8:  18  =  Par- 
vaim,  2  Chron  3:  6).46  “Ophir  gold  for  Beth-horon”  is  attested  at  excava¬ 
tions  near  Joppe,  alleged  to  corroborate  also  the  unparalleled  2  Chron  2: 
16  as  base  for  cedar  transshipment  though  north  of  the  Yarqon  River.47 
Israel’s  northeast  boundary  Lebo'-Hamal  under  David  (1  Chron  13:  5;  cf 
18:  3)  and  Solomon  (2  Chron  7:  8;  8:  3;  cf  9:  26)  is  unduly  stretched  by  the 
reading  Tadmor  (Palmyra,  8:  3):  the  vaguely  parallel  1  Kings  9:  18  reads 
Tamar  (near  Baalah,  probably  that  of  Kiriath-jearim  in  1  Chron  13:  6).48 

A  link  with  the  Essenes  and  Qumran  may  be  provided  by  Rechab  of  1 
Chron  2:  55  (2:  44  Rekem;  4:  12  Recah)  and  Jer  35:  2.49  This  Rechab  is 
related  to  Cain  and  the  Kenites,  thus  also  to  Kenaz  (Teman,  Edom,  1:  51; 
?Nebaiot  1:  29),  Midian  (1:  32,  46),  Amalek  (4:  43).50  This  Kenite  back¬ 
ground  adds  another  link  of  David's  Bethlehem  to  Calebite  Hebron;  the 
seven  different  genealogies  given  for  “somebody  named  Caleb”  in  1  Chron 
2-4  may  perhaps  be  homogenized  by  supposing  Jephunneh  to  be  a  village 
rather  than  a  patronym,  as  in  2:  50  ff.51  Caleb's  congener  Mareshah  occurring 
in  the  second  half  of  1  Chron  2:  42  is  replaced  in  the  first  half  by  Mesha 
(G  variants:  Mousa,  Marousa),  a  name  too  momentous  in  2  Kings  3:  5  to 
be  dismissed  as  just  a  slip.62  The  Ephraim  towns  in  1  Chron  7:  28  curiously 
include  Gezer  and  even  Gaza  (<Azza  for  *Ayya)  in  the  Talmud  variant 
adopted  in  the  earliest  printed  Bibles.  The  Huppim  of  1  Chron  7:  12  (with 
Suppim)  corroborates  the  reading  of  Gen  46:  21  (with  Muppim)  against 
Num  26:  39  Huppam  [with  $up(p)am],  if  plausibly  equated  with  the  modern- 
sounding  Akkadian  liipi  —  “so-and-so.”  Gozan  is  a  river  in  1  Chron  5:  26, 
or  a  town  on  a  river,  but  distinct  from  Habor,  which  in  2  Kings  17:  6;  18: 
11  is  the  “river  of  Gozan”  at  Tell  Halaf,  Oppenheim's  epochal  excavation.53 

Manasseh’s  Salvific  Arrest:  2  Chron  33:  10-17  (2  Kings  21: 

10-16;  20:  18). 


We  add  as  the  fourth  test  case  one  which  Noth  intentionally  excludes  (except 
for  half  of  vs  14  allotted  to  the  tunnel  document  above).  The  first  half  of 
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the  chapter  devoted  to  Manasseh  in  both  Kings  and  Chronicles  narrates 
the  same  sordid  vices,  syncretist  idolatry,  and  “passing  his  sons  through 
fire.”64  But  the  latter  part  differs  radically  in  the  two  reports: 


2  Kings  21:  10.  yhwh  by  means  of 
his  servants  the  prophets  spoke  thus: 
11  Because  Manasseh  king  of  Judah 
has  committed  these  abominations, 
piling  up  evil  beyond  the  measure  of 
the  Amorites  before  him,  and  seduc¬ 
ing  Judah  into  sin  with  his  idols,  12 
therefore  thus  has  yhwh  God  of  Israel 
said:  “See,  I  am  bringing  evil  upon 
Jerusalem  and  Judah,  such  evil  as 
will  make  both  ears  ring  for  anyone 
who  hears  of  it.  13  I  will  stretch  over 
Jerusalem  the  line  by  which  Samaria 
was  measured,  and  the  plumb-line 
which  was  hung  over  Ahab’s  house.  I 
will  wipe  out  Jerusalem  the  way  a 
man  wipes  off  a  plate,  wipes  it  and 
turns  it  upside  down.  14  I  will  aban¬ 
don  the  remnant  of  my  inheritance; 
I  will  turn  them  over  to  their  enemies; 
they  shall  be  plunder  and  prey  to  all 
their  foes:  15  because  they  have  done 
evil  to  my  face,  and  have  spited  me 
ever  since  the  day  their  fathers  fared 
forth  from  Egypt  and  right  down  to 
this  day.  16  Manasseh  has  shed  in¬ 
nocent  blood,  far  too  much;  it  has 
filled  Jerusalem  from  one  edge  to  the 
other,  quite  apart  from  the  outrage 
which  he  had  done  to  my  face  by  lead¬ 
ing  Judah  into  sin.” 

20:  18.  [Isaiah  to  Hezekiah]  “Your 
sons  will  be  seized  and  castrated  in 
the  royal  palace  of  Babylon.” 


2  Chron  33:  10.  yhwh  spoke  to 
Manasseh  and  his  people,  but  they 
would  not  listen.  11  So  yhwh  brought 
upon  them  the  generals  of  the  Royal 
Assyrian  Army.  They  seized  Man¬ 
asseh  with  halberds  and  flung  him 
in  irons.  Thus  they  brought  him 
all  the  way  to  Babylon.  12  He  how¬ 
ever  in  his  crisis  besought  the  face  of 
yhwh  his  God.  He  was  humbled  in¬ 
deed  in  the  sight  of  the  God  of  his 
fathers.  13  To  him  he  prayed,  and 
was  heard.  God  hearkened  to  his  plea. 
All  the  way  back  to  Jerusalem  he 
brought  him,  back  to  his  royal  throne. 
Thus  Manasseh  realized  that  yhwh  is 
indeed  God.  14  He  thereupon  rebuilt 
the  outer  wall  of  the  Davidic  city,  on 
the  slope  west  of  Gihon  along  the  ac¬ 
cess  to  the  Fish  Gate.  It  continued 
on  around  Ophel;  he  increased  its 
height  considerably.  He  furthermore 
installed  armed  guards  in  all  the  forti¬ 
fied  cities  of  Judah.  15  Naturally  he 
got  rid  of  the  gods  of  the  foreigner. 
Their  statues  he  flung  out  of  the 
Temple.  As  for  all  the  altars  which 
he  himself  had  built  upon  the  very 
Temple  crest  and  elsewhere  in  Jeru¬ 
salem,  he  had  their  rubble  dumped 
outside  the  city.  16  The  altar  of  yhwh 
however  he  refurbished,  to  offer  upon 
it  sacrifices  of  communion  and  grat¬ 
itude.  Judah  too  he  invited  to  the 
cultus  of  yhwh  God  of  Israel.  17 
Nevertheless  the  people  went  right  on 
sacrificing  on  the  high-places,  only 
claiming  it  was  in  honor  of  yhwh  their 
God. 


For  many  commentators,  this  passage  is  better  than  either  of  Noth’s  as 
touchstone  of  the  Chronicler’s  use  of  factual  documentation  beyond  his 
parallels.  Myers  and  Randellini  see  no  escape  from  postulating  for  the 
Babylonian  repentance  a  free  invention  of  the  Chronicler.  But,  like  Robert, 
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th^y  would  call  this  a  warranted  theological  syllogism  rather  than,  as 
Pfeiffer  and  Torrey  have,  a  blatant  hoax.  For  the  Chronicler,  it  is  simply 
impossible  that  evil  should  be  rewarded  with  longevity;  hence,  somewhere 
alpng  the  line  the  longest-reigning  of  all  Judah’s  monarchs  must  have 
mended  his  ways,  and  (“as  everybody  knows”)  downfall  is  the  likeliest  oc¬ 
casion  for  tears  of  remorse.  The  invented  repentance  is  commonly  held  to 
have  prompted  the  equally  fictitious  “Psalm  of  Manasseh.”65  Only  Cazelles 
has  hazarded  the  intriguing  observation  that  the  psalm  had  already  come 
into  existence  first,  from  the  meditations  of  a  theologian  with  views  on 
retribution  similar  to  the  Chronicler’s,  who  then  could  lift  it  from  him  ready¬ 
made.6® 

The  willingness  of  Myers  and  Randellini  to  admit  some  creativeness  in 
th$  Chronicler’s  use  of  the  data  in  this  chapter  is  the  more  noteworthy  since 
they,  like  Noth,  feel  that  at  least  part  of  the  later  Judah  rebuilding  comes 
from  a  reliable  document.57  They  both  (like  Galling  and  Rudolph)  point 
to  Assyrian  sources  which  attest  temporary  arrest  of  vassal  kings  for  briefing 
at  the  palace.58  But  be  it  noted  that  all  these  allegations  reinforce  rather 
than  diminish  the  likelihood  that  the  fact  of  Mannasseh’s  own  arrest  is 
learned  by  the  Chronicler  by  theological  inference  rather  than  from  the 
materials  in  his  sources  or  in  historical  reality.59  Rudolph  rather  confidently 
rejects  the  possibility  that  the  major  premise  of  his  syllogism  was  precisely 
Isaiah’s  threat  to  Manasseh’s  father  cited  in  2  Kings  20:  18.fl0  Short  shrift 
is  made  also  of  several  Catholic  attempts  to  vindicate  the  historicity  of  the 
repentance  and  Jerusalem  purge  by  supposing  it  to  have  been  quickly  aban¬ 
doned.61 

Moreover,  Manasseh  is  mentioned  by  name  in  an  Ashurbanipal  fragment, 
as  |  Myers  had  noted.  It  is  one  of  those  reconstructed  as  “Cylinder  A”  sup¬ 
plementary  to  the  Rassam  Cylinder.62  Rassam  1,  25  gives  the  name  and 
domain  of  each  of  the  twenty-two  kings  mentioned  anonymously  in  Rassam 
1,85  as  forced  to  accompany  Ashurbanipal  (668-633  b.c.)  on  a  punitive 
expedition  to  Egypt;  he  then  returned  (?  still  taking  them  along)  to  Nineveh. 
Meanwhile  Ehrlich  pointed  out  that  the  unexpected  naming  of  Babylon  in 
2  Chron  33: 11  corresponds  to  the  fact  that  in  the  year  648  b.c.  Ashurbanipal, 
after  a  two-year  siege,  had  crushed  his  rival  Samas-sum-ukin  there  and  had 
sent  to  summon  Manasseh  from  Jerusalem  as  one  of  the  vassals  supporting 
th$  uprising.63  Only  in  the  years  652-48  b.c.  could  Manasseh  have  had  any 
chance  to  act  otherwise  than  with  that  loyalty  he  is  otherwise  attested  show¬ 
ing  toward  Assyria.  Ehrlich  does  not  mention  the  Cylinder  A  inscription, 
and  bases  himself  rather  on  policies  of  Assyrian  kings  generalized  from 
other  examples,  including  even  the  Rassam  Cylinder,  concerning  pardon 
granted  to  an  arrested  king  (Neco)  after  he  had  been  suitably  enlightened 
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in  Assyria.  Ehrlich’s  historical  intuition  is  interesting,  but  is  based  on  njo 
documented  mention  of  Manasseh;  the  mention  of  Manasseh  which  is  found 
in  Esarhaddon-Ashurbanipal  records  says  nothing  of  his  being  brought  t|o 
Mesopotamia.  So  there  is  no  real  confirmation  of  the  historicity  of  thy 
deportation,  much  less  of  a  written  source  from  which  the  Chronicler  dref 
it  as  a  fact.  i 

We  thus  conclude  our  exposition  of  the  four  passages  which  have  best 
claim  to  be  normative  in  proving  a  dependence  of  the  Chronicler  upon 
extracanonical  written  sources  either  already  or  foreseeably  corroborated 
by  excavation  and  exploration.  Like  Manasseh’s  repentance  and  Josiah’js 
fatal  flaw,  the  following  details  are  often  such  that  their  relevance  to  arche¬ 
ology  could  only  be  secondary,  via  inference  or  inscriptions.  J 

i 

Temple  Materials,  Zadok,  and  Wise  Chant 
The  Temple  is  in  general  far  more  the  achievement  of  David  for  the  Chron¬ 
icler  than  in  Kings,  and  it  is  much  more  the  focus  of  his  life’s  interest.  David 
is  called  the  seventh  son  of  Jesse  in  1  Chron  2:  15,  whereas  in  1  Sam  17:  12 
he  is  the  eighth;  it  has  been  proposed  that  Elihu  of  1  Chron  27:  18  is  omitted 
because  he  had  no  descendants.  Randellini  concludes  rather  with  Rudolph 
to  an  extrabiblical  source,  “since  if  he  was  just  inventing  the  names  he  could 
easily  have  invented  an  eighth.”  Saul’s  suicide  upon  his  squire’s  refusal  to 
kill  him  is  told  in  1  Sam  31:  4  as  in  1  Chron  10:  4,  though,  in  hope  of  benefits, 
the  squire  reports  the  episode  differently  to  David  in  2  Sam  1:  10:  only 
Saul’s  head  is  put  on  the  Dagon  temple  in  1  Chron  10:  10;  in  1  Sam  31:  0 
it  is  his  headless  trunk.  The  whole  “crime  does  pay”  chapter  of  necromancy 
in  1  Sam  28  is  summarized  in  the  single  verse  1  Chron  10:  13.64  If  a  similaT 
reference  to  the  occult  lurks  in  1  Chron  12:  32  “skill  in  knowing  the  times'* 
(astrology:  Targum),  it  has  been  expressed  vaguely  enough  to  suggest  ra their 
political  savvy  (Rudolph).  1 

David  begins  his  reign  over  the  northern  kingdom,  and  moves  from 
Hebron  to  Jerusalem,  immediately  after  Saul’s  death  in  1  Chron  11:  4* 
though  29:  27  does  not  ignore  the  seven-year  lag  at  Hebron  filled  with 
fascinating  episodes  in  2  Sam  2-4.  Then  in  the  siege  of  Jerusalem,  1  Chron 
11:6  omits  the  sinnor,  which,  despite  well-grounded  archeological  acclaim 
for  the  “water-shaft”  (RSV),  is  more  objectively  rendered  “pipe”  (“grapplingj- 
hook,”  NEB ;  G  paraxiphls ).65  Details  from  real  but  separate  episodes  [1 
Chron  11:  23,  26  (=  2  Sam  23:  21,  24);  20:  5  (2  Sam  21:  19)]  involving  ah 
Elhanan  son  of  Dodo  or  Jair,  also  David  himself  and  his  nephew,  a  (Beth-) 
Lehemite,  and  giants  of  Egypt  and  Gath:  all  seem  to  have  been  contaminf* 
ated  intc  the  David-glorifying  narrative  of  1  Sam  17,  omitted  by  the  Chron^ 
icier  because  it  shows  David  a  killer.  The  list  of  1  Chron  11  which  furnishes 
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part  of  the  above  evidence  is  claimed  to  betray  in  vss  41-47,  after  Uriah, 
a|n  East  Jordan  origin.86 

i  To  a  general  prudishness  of  the  Chronicler  is  traced  his  omission  of  David’s 
njudity  as  the  source  of  Michal’s  contempt  (2  Sam  6:  20;  not  in  1  Chron  15: 
^7  ff).87  Vital  to  the  allegation  of  a  “Third  Source”  used  more  faithfully  by 
the  Chronicler  than  by  the  Deuteronomist  are  the  dynastic  promise  of  1 
C  hron  17,  with  its  parallels  in  2  Sam  7  and  Ps  89:  19-37,  and  the  suppression 
of  2  Sam  7:  14  conditions  and  threats  in  2  Chron  6:  10.68  David’s  census  in 

1  Chron  21:  1  is  prompted  by  Satan;  in  2  Sam  24:  1,  by  angry  yhwh  as  a 
trap;  its  close  relation  to  the  plague  of  1  Chron  21:  14  =  2  Sam  24:  15  is 
ingeniously  and,  with  surprising  naturalness,  related  by  Myers  to  an  epi¬ 
demic  caused  by  germ-laden  census  takers  trudging  from  one  town  to  another. 
In  this  same  census,  as  is  later  noted  in  1  Chron  27:  23  f  without  Kings  paral¬ 
lel,  David  made  no  effort  to  count  minors  under  the  age  of  twenty;  this  may 
p  erhaps  reflect  the  age  of  liturgical  service  in  1  Chron  23:  27  (Ezra  3:  8)  and 
the  curious  variants  this  undergoes  at  Qumran.69 

David  may  have  bought  the  Temple  site  from  a  Hittite.70  The  Temple 
stones  were  hewn:  1  Chron  22:  2  not  in  Kings  and  against  Ex  20:  25.  Height 
c»f  the  Temple  pylon  in  2  Chron  3:  4  (180  feet)  is  not  mentioned  in  1  Kings 
t»:  2,  but  the  building  itself  is  said  only  there  to  have  been  forty-five  feet 
high;  such  a  towering  pylon  does  not  seem  disproportionate  to  Egyptian 
standards  surviving  at  Karnak  and  Idfu  from  earlier  styles  generally  held 
to  have  guided  Solomon.71  Free  standing  sphinxes  (kerubim,  2  Chron  3: 
10=1  Kings  8:  7)  with  wings  outspread  over  the  Ark  surely  seem  better 
than  lid  scratchings  (1  Sam  4:  4;  Ex  25:  17;  perhaps  by  analogy  with  other 
cherubs  carved  on  the  walls ,  2  Chron  3:  7);  these  and  the  seraphim  of  Is  6: 

2  carry  forward  a  long  tradition  of  “God  rushing  into  battle  on  cloud-wings 
of  unemployed  elohim  drawing  his  ark-throne  chariot.”72  We  are  famished 
t  o  know  what  was  really  inside  the  Ark;  “the  ten  commandments  and  noth¬ 
ing  else,”  says  2  Chron  5:  10  in  agreement  with  1  Kings  8:  9;  Deut  10: 

but  Heb  9:  4  and  plausible  Arab  qubba  parallels  lead  us  to  suspect  that 
the  contents  may  have  been  either  ephod-urim  or  sacral  emptiness.73 

The  “3000  baths  contained  in  the  priests’  washing-tub  called  Bronze  Sea” 
is  inexorably  confusing  in  the  English  of  2  Chron  4:  5.  Bath  is  a  liquid  mea¬ 
sure  of  some  twenty-four  quarts  corresponding  to  the  dry  measure  called 
ephah.74  Only  two  thousand  baths  are  given  for  the  same  vessel  in  1  Kings 
7:  26,  which  may  be  the  result  of  calculating  its  three  dimensions  as  a  hemi¬ 
sphere  (V  =  J  Cr2)  while  the  Chronicler  calculates  them  as  a  cylinder 
(V  =  I  Crh).75  Hiram  agreed  to  float  timbers  (1  Kings  5:  6)  of  cedar  and 
^)ine  and  algum  (added  in  2  Chron  2:  8  along  with  “via  Joppe  =  ?Qasila” 
in  vs  16).76  The  Temple  area  was  to  be  60  x  20  “old  standard”  cubits  (2 
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Chron  3:  3).  This  was  rather  small  if  meant  as  17.5  inches,  in  contrastj  to 
the  “royal  cubit”  known  from  Herodotus  1,178:  possibly  understood  a|lso 
in  Ezek  40:  5  as  “a  (normal)  cubit  plus  a  palm”— some  twenty  inches. 
Responsibility  for  the  whole  archeological  crux  of  weights  and  measures  is 
thrown  on  the  Levites  by  1  Chron  23:  29,  not  in  Kings. 

Metallurgy  too,  at  this  critical  threshold  of  transit  from  the  Bronze  A ge 
to  the  Iron  Age,  is  prominent  in  relation  to  the  “bath”-tub  called  “the  sea”. 
The  bronze  for  the  tub  came  from  Zobah  cities  conquered  by  David  (1  Chron 
18:  8);  vs  10  adds  that  fringe  benefits  from  the  conquest  of  Zobah  were 
gifts  of  gold  and  silver  and  copper  from  relieved  Hamath.  The  bronze  for 
Huram’s  art  work  was  cast  at  Solomon’s  foundry  between  Succoth  and 
Zeredah  (2  Chron  4:  17;  G:  Anamesirdathai;  1  Kings  7:  46  Zarethan,  G: 
Seira).  All  this  time  the  Philistine  monopoly  of  iron  (1  Sam  13:  20;  not  in 
Chron),  only  recently  noticed,  has  been  taken  as  a  key  factor  pushing  t  he 
Israelites  from  judgeship-anarchy  into  kingship.77  However,  the  Tyro- 
Danite  Huram  sent  by  his  homonymous  king  in  2  Chron  2:  14  is  called  an 
experienced  worker  in  iron  (as  well  as  in  bronze,  1  Kings  7:  2).  David  in 
fact  had  stored  up  tons  of  iron  to  make  nails  and  hinges  for  the  Temple 
doors,  imagines  1  Chron  22:  3,  14  f  without  Kings  parallel.  This  was  in 
addition  to  the  hundred  thousand  talents  of  iron  gathered  up  from  the 
families  within  Israel  (1  Chron  29:  2,  7).  Already  in  his  previous  military 
operations,  David  had  set  the  defeated  Ammonites  to  work  with  iron  picks 
(1  Chron  20:  3;  also  in  2  Sam  12:  31).  On  that  occasion  he  took  a  one-talent 
gold  crown  from  the  statue  of  Milcom  in  the  Ammonite  capital;  this  doubtless 
came  in  handy  when  he  paid  Oman  six  hundred  shekels  of  gold  (1  Chron  21: 
25;  only  fifty  of  silver  in  2  Sam  24:  24).78  The  shekel  weighed  only  half 
an  ounce,  or  twelve  grams;  used  as  money  in  doubtless  baser  metal,  it 
amounted  to  a  half-dollar  in  current  values.  Solomon  paid  150  shekels  each 
($75)  for  his  horses  from  Egypt  (2  Chron  1:  17;  only  $25  in  1  Kings  10:  33); 
the  going  rate  brother  lands  is  not  noted.  Among  the  free  local  contribu¬ 
tions  of  gold,  David  got  ten  thousand  anachronistic  darics  in  1  Chron  ^9: 
6;  that  coin,  worth  five  dollars  in  modern  terms,  was  invented  by  Darius 
five  hundred  years  later  (Ezra  8:  27;  ?2:  69).  The  Ophir  from  which  David 
got  gold  in  1  Chron  29:  4  we  above  claimed  to  be  identical  with  Parvaim 
2  Chron  3:  6  (neither  name  is  in  the  Kings  parallel). 

Seizure  of  Jerusalem  as  eventual  Temple  site  is  related  to  the  mysterious 
eclipse  of  Abiathar’s  priesthood  by  Zadok.  In  1  Chron  16:  39,  Zadok  is 
called  priest  “left”  rather  than  “installed”  by  David  at  Gibeon,  or  rathier 
at  its  High  Place  (?  Nebi  Samwil;  =  ?  Nob  of  Ahimelech,  1  Sam  21:  1). 
This  Gibeon,  founded  by  Benjamite  Jehiel  (1  Chron  9:  35;  cf  8:  29;  no  ||) 
served  as  semiofficial  sanctuary  (2  Chron  1:  3,  expanding  1  Kings  3:  7) 
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between  the  floruits  of  Shiloh  and  Zion.79  Hence  there  was  good  reason  for 
maintaining  that  the  Zadok  “confirmed  for  Israelite  cult”  in  place  of  high 
priest  Abiathar  of  the  Ithamar  line  was  in  fact  a  Canaanite  through  whom 
a  politically  influential  sanctuary  could  be  exploited  for  theocratic  worship 
of  yhwh.80  In  this  Zadok’s  genealogy,  only  summarily  hinted  in  2  Sam  8: 

17,  Ahitub  should  be  not  his  progenitor  but  Abiathar’s  along  with  Ahimelech, 
as  in  1  Sam  22:  11  (Wellhausen).81  Ahimelech  is  Abiathar’s  son  in  1  Chron 
18:  16.  The  combination  “Zadok  ben- Ahitub”  is  indeed  given  twice  else¬ 
where  and  traced  back  to  Phinehas-Eleazar-Aaron-Levi  in  1  Chron  6: 
8-12;  24:  3,  but  at  several  removes  both  before  and  after  the  priest  of  Solo¬ 
mon’s  temple  explicitly  declared  to  be  one  Azariah  (but  Ahitub  grandfather 
of  Zadok  in  9:  11).  These  genealogical  quirks  are  rightly  seen  to  show  that 
Zadok  is  “without  genealogy,”  which,  according  to  Heb  7:  3,  he  has  in  com¬ 
mon  with  MelChizedek.82  Indeed  that  name  is  identical  or  dynastically  simi¬ 
lar  to  “king  Zadok,  melek  Sadoq ”;  and  Melchizedek  was  worshiper  of  “God 
most  high”  (Ps  9:  3),  acknowledged  by  Abraham  at  “(Jeru-)Salem,”  Gen  14: 

18.  Hence  Rowley’s  further  conclusion  is  warranted:  Zadok  was  the  pre- 
Israelite  priest  not  at  Gibeon  but  at  Jebus  =  Zion.83  To  this  we  have  added 
that  the  defense  of  Jebus  crag  only  by  “blind  and  lame”  (2  Sam  5:  8)  is 
best  explained  as  Zadok’s  token  resistance  in  exchange  for  a  secret  deal  with 
David  assuring  to  his  descendants  a  dynastic  dignity  second  only  to  the 
king’s.  Both  the  promise  of  eventual  priesthood  to  Phinehas  in  Num  26: 
11  and  the  specific  names  relating  him  to  Zadok  are  thus  a  legitimate  “legal 
adoption.”  Similarly,  the  genealogy  of  Moses  (1  Chron  6:  22;  6:  3  =  Num  26: 
58  f)  is  a  juridical  straightening  out  of  his  enigmatic  relation  to  Aaron  and 
Miriam  (“Aaron’s  sister,”  not  his,  in  Ex  15:  20).84  Moses’  grandsons  are  called 
priests  in  Judg  18:  30;  but  few  would  follow  the  consistency  of  making 
Moses  himself  (Ex  18: 12)  a  priest.86  Moses  is  further  involved  in  the  Davidic 
rise  to  power  insofar  as  Caleb  lost  Hebron  to  “Aaron’s  grandfather  Kohath” 
(1  Chron  6:  55;  Ex  6:  18  ff).86 

Zadok  in  1  Chron  16:  41  is  closely  associated  with  Heman  and  Jeduthun, 
whose  genealogy  links  the  Chronicler’s  own  family  to  David’s  psalmody, 
Solomon’s  wisdom,  and  Job’s  topography.  Music  directors  for  the  temple 
were  already  appointed  by  David  himself  (2  Chron  5:12):  Asaph,  Jeduthun, 
and  Heman  (1  Chron  25:  1,  6),  and  their  sons,  especially  Heman’s  (whose 
names  make  up  a  little  poem  in  25:  4).87  These  are  of  Levite  descent  in 
1  Chron  15: 17  ff.  But  in  2:  6  there  is  a  Heman  descendant  of  Judah,  brother 
of  Ethan,  Calcol,  Dara,  all  nephews  of  Hamul.88  These  (Darda  for  Dara)  are 
the  pre-Solomonic  paragons  of  wisdom  in  1  Kings  4:  31,  but  their  father  is 
(?  by  metathesis)  Mahol.89  Heman  and  Ethan  are  named  authors  of  Ps  88 
and  89;  Asaph,  of  73-83  and  50.90  Ethan  is  commonly  taken  to  be  a  variant 
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of  Jeduthun,  and  is  called  ezrafyi.  This  is  equated  with  the  local  or  proper 
name  of  1  Chron  2:  6,  but  may  mean  just  “the  native.”  Albright  maintains 
this  to  mean  Canaanite.91  But  there  is  an  Edomite  Zerah  in  Gen  36:  17, 
and  the  place-names  of  Job  are  linked  in  tenuous  traditions  to  East  Jordan; 
hence  there  has  been  launched  a  hypothesis  of  “Edomite  Wisdom.”92  Thus 
there  seems  to  be  more  to  link  the  Psalmody  and  Wisdom  traditions  to¬ 
gether  than  the  blood  of  David  in  Solomon.  The  psalm  of  Asaph  in  1  Chron 
16:  25  “yhwh  is  more  to  be  feared  than  all  gods”  is  echoed  in  Solomon’s 
letter  to  Huram  (2  Chron  2:  5)  “our  god  is  greater  than  all  gods”  (6:  13: 
“0  yhwh,  there  is  no  god  like  you”),  whereas  Huram  replies  with  a  much 
more  acceptable  theology,  “Blessed  is  yhwh  the  God  of  Israel,  the  maker  of 
heaven  and  earth”  (2  Chron  2:  12).  Solomon’s  pious  explanation  of  the 
palace  he  built  for  Pharaoh’s  daughter — “No  woman  of  mine  shall  live  in 
the  house  of  David,  because  any  place  where  the  Ark  has  entered  is  holy” — 
suggested  Myers’  charming  subtitle,  “Moving  Day  for  the  Daughter  of 
Pharaoh.”  Whose  daughter  she  was  continues  to  agitate  the  Bureau  of 
Missing  Persons.93 


The  Split  Kingdoms  and  Their  Arithmetic  Problems 

Jeroboam’s  social-justice  strivings  against  Solomon’s  corvee  are  ignored  by 
the  Chronicler.  The  Samaria  whose  independence  gets  reasserted  in  Jero¬ 
boam  (2  Chron  10:  16)  had  been  entrusted  to  David  only  to  administer  as 
a  second  fief,  and  the  offer  would  have  been  continued  if  Rehoboam  had 
shown  some  sense.  To  intercept  politico-economic  aspects  of  YHWH-pil- 
grimage  flow  southward  to  Zion,  Jeroboam  set  up  at  Bethel  and  Dan  the 
normal  YHWH-throne  bull  sphinx  (=  “cherub”),  whose  implications  were 
distorted  by  1  Kings  12:  28  describing  it  in  terms  borrowed  from  the  golden 
calf  of  Ex  32:  4.M  2  Chron  notes  only  in  passing  these  demonic  calves  (11: 
13;  13:  8),  along  with' the  theologumenon  that  not  only  all  priests  and  Levites 
in  Jeroboam’s  domain,  abandoning  their  livelihood,  but  also  all  nona¬ 
postate  laymen  came  to  live  in  Judah  and  thus  strengthened  Rehoboam’s 
reign. 

Huge  numbers  are  attributed  to  southern  victories  in  skirmishes  with  the 
north;  in  2  Chron  13:  17,  Abijah  felled  500,000  picked  Israelites,  “and  the 
rest  were  reduced  to  submission”  (inference  from  16:  12?);  in  17:  14,  Je- 
hoshaphat  had  a  standing  army  of  a  million  crack  troops  in  Jerusalem  alone 
plus  others  in  the  provinces.  Refusal  of  burial  with  the  other  kings  to 
Jehoram,  Joash,  Uzziah,  Ahaz  (21:  20;  24:  25;  26:  23;  28:  27)  is  coupled 
with  clear  insistence  on  burial  of  kings  within  the  urban  area  (21 : 20,  Jehoram, 
as  1  Kings  15:  8,  Abijam);  popular  convictions  to  the  contrary  are  not  con- 
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firmed  by  archeology.95  Authenticity  of  the  Uzziah  gravestone  has  been 
claimed  defensible  only  in  the  rather  ad  hoc  supposition  of  a  reburial  monu¬ 
ment.96  The  name  of  this  king  is  given  sometimes  as  Azariah,  perhaps 
because  of  a  transfer  from  his  priest-regent.97 

The  chronology  of  Asa  in  16:  12  (along  with  his  Christian  Science  sin  of 
seeking  medical  assistance)  is  claimed  superior  to  1  Kings  20:  34.98  (Variants 
of  2  Chron  17-24  concern  only  indirectly  a  new  Jehoash  chronology  in¬ 
scription.99)  But  such  claims  can  hardly  stand  except  in  an  overall  theory 
of  the  thorny  monarchy  dating  norms.100  Asa’s  reported  destruction  of 
dowager  Maacah’s  Ashera  idol  (2  Chron  15:  16;  as  Josiah  in  2  Kings  23:  6, 
15)  is  the  type  of  thing  on  which  illuminating  archeological  finds  might  be 
hoped.101  Jehoram’s  Judah  domination  in  Edom  (21:  8),  “in  imitation  of 
Ahab  up  North,”  we  might  say,  sheds  an  interesting  light  on  the  Mesha 
inscription  noted  above,  which  makes  Ahab  the  unsuccessful  suzerain  of 
nearby  Moab. 

Athaliah,  with  operatic  villainy,  instigated  her  husband  Jehoram’s  murder 
of  all  his  brothers  (21: 4);  she  is  “daughter  of  Ahab”  and  of  Jezebel  (21:  6) 
and  (grand)daughter  of  Omri  in  22:  2  =  2  Kings  8:  26,  despite  escape  from 
some  chronological  tangles  gained  by  supposing  herOmri’s  own  daughter.102 
Jehoram  has  brothers  whose  Persian  style  names  Jehiel  and  Michael  also 
raise  minor  chronological  suspicions.  Athaliah  herself  also  “destroyed  all 
the  family  of  the  king”  who  succeeded  Jehoram,  his  son  Ahaziah  (22:  10  = 
2  Kings  11:  1).  Despite  the  time  lag,  these  two  massacres  may  both  refer 
to  a  single  continuing  murderousness,  from  which,  however,  as  by  a  Dumas 
plot,  Joash  escaped.  But  he,  despite  his  virtue,  lived  so  short  a  time  that 
idolatry  and  sacrilege  had  to  be  supplied  for  him  (24: 18,  25;  not  in  Kings).103 

Hezekiah’s  reign  is  a  free  field  for  archeological  solutions  in  addition  to 
the  tunnel  and  southwest  wall. 

The  invasion  of  Sennacherib  connected  with  the  tunnel  in  32:  2  (but  not 
32:  30  or  its  probable  source  2  Kings  20:  20)  is  generally  held  to  have  oc¬ 
curred  only  once,  in  701  b.c.  But  the  brief  surrender  of  Hezekiah  in  2  Kings 
18:  14  ff,  omitted  in  the  Isaiah  36:  1  f  parallel  but  corroborated  by  the  chro¬ 
nology  of  Tirhakah  (2  Kings  19:  9)  and  by  Sennacherib’s  own  account 
( ANET ,  p.  287),  induces  Bright  to  postulate  a  second  campaign  in  688,  un¬ 
mentioned  in  Assyrian  records.104  It  is  noteworthy  that  in  2  Chron  32:  12 
(=2  Kings  18:  22)  the  foreign  agent  Rabshakeh  ascribes  quite  explicitly 
to  Hezekiah  the  cult  monopoly  long  claimed  to  have  been  the  Deuteronomic 
(12:  13  f)  innovation  of  Josiah  (2  Chron  34:  7,  21;  2  Kings  23:  3  f).  No  real 
empirical  information  or  error  (van  den  Born)  is  involved  in  making  Josiah’s 
reform  already  well  under  way  when  the  book  was  found;  he  was  a  child 
submissive  to  priests  from  the  beginning  of  his  rule.  Excavated  objects  in 


392 


Robert  North ,  S, 


Egypt  and  Assyria  show  musicians  setting  the  beat  for  masons  at  work 
for  Temple  work  it  is  plausible  that  such  musicians  should  be  Levites,  an< 
that  this  fact  should  be  mentioned  by  a  chronicler  who  is  apparently  a  Levit 
musician.106 

Our  principal  conclusions  may  be  summarized  as  follows.  Extrabiblica 
sources  of  the  Chronicler’s  factual  variants  may  be  admitted  as  a  genera 
rule  if  two  or  more  cases  can  be  empirically  proved  to  correspond  to  his  dab 
better  than  to  the  parallels.  Four  test  cases  emerge. 

The  tunnel  of  Hezekiah  is  described  at  greater  length  in  2  Chron  32:  3,  3< 
but  with  no  additional  information  not  implicit  in  2  Kings  20:  20.  Thu 
neither  the  inscription  nor  the  exploration  of  the  tunnel  corroborates  Chron 
icles  better  than  Kings,  or  affords  a  genuine  proof  that  this  tunnel  was  mad 
by  teams  working  from  opposite  ends  or  in  Hezekiah’s  time. 

The  place  of  Josiah’s  expiring,  given  differently  in  2  Chron  35:  24  and  ii 
2  Kings  23:  30,  and  its  theological  justification,  typical  of  the  Chroniclei 
have  received  no  archeological  corroboration  despite  indecisive  details  abou 
the  “god”  Josiah  disobeyed;  better  conformity  of  2  Chron  35:  20  to  the  Gad< 
Chronicle  is  due  only  to  its  greater  vagueness  along  with  misinterpretatioi 
of  Hebrew  ‘a/  in  2  Kings  23:  29. 

Geographical  precisions  like  2  Chron  20:  2;  1  Chron  2:  55;  18:  12,  even  i 
due  to  local  traditions  known  orally  to  the  Chronicler,  might  justly  be  at 
tributed  to  an  extrabiblical  source;  but  the  numerous  interesting  cases  di 
not  so  far  pass  the  bounds  of  working  hypothesis. 

A  Babylon  captivity  of  Manasseh  in  2  Chron  33:  10  is  proved  neither  b j 
his  forced  accompaniment  of  Ashurbanipal  in  Palestine-Egypt  nor  b j 
Esarhaddon’s  penchant  for  bringing  refractory  vassals  to  Nineveh;  an< 
whatever  likelihood  of  a  captivity  these  Assyrian  documents  do  create  i 
negated  rather  than  supported  by  the  Chronicler’s  assertion  of  divine  liber 
ation  and  consequent  repentance. 

In  similar  but  minor  Chronicles  variants,  we  neither  found  nor  expecte< 
to  find  any  more  cogent  proof  of  source  than  the  four  test  cases.  Unless  w< 
have  some  of  our  facts  wrong  or  have  interpreted  them  more  tendentiousb 
than  is  done  by  current  consensus,  it  would  follow  as  a  fact  that  no  singl 
use  of  extrabiblical  sources  by  the  Chronicler  has  ever  been  proved.  Fron 
this  further  follows  not  the  fact  but  the  undeniable  possibility  that  an; 
information  communicated  to  us  only  by  the  Chronicler  may  be  due  ii 
every  case  to  his  own  legitimate  theological  inference  or  paraphrase  iron 
the  canonical  Scripture. 
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phrase):  “occlusion  of  the  upper  issue,”  “deviation  downwards,”  “toward  west  of  Davidic 
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this  chapter  is  “a  beautiful  example  of  an  historical  midrash,”  adds,  “the  essence  of  the 
story  is  not  pure  fabrication,  although  much  of  it  is  couched  in  terms  drawn  from  the 
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ature  and  the  Bible,”  Studia  Biblica  et  Orientalia  (Analecta  Biblica,  12;  Rome:  PBI, 
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of  Jewish  Studies  (Jerusalem,  1967),  1,  pp.  197-202;  other  interpretations  of  Parvaim  in 
VT  11  (1961),  30-38  and  14  (1964),  155-63  (Hyperborea:  P.  Grelot);  13  (1963),  158-86 
(Hesperides:  H.  E.  del  Medico). 

47  Benjamin  Mazar  (=Maisler),  “The  Excavation  of  Tel  Qasileh,”  IEJ  1  (1950),  209. 
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54  On  this  practice  attributed  to  Israelites  only  here  and  2  Chron  28:  3  =  2  Kings  16: 
3  Ahaz,  see  R.  de  Vaux,  Ancient  Israel  (tr.  J.  McHugh;  London:  McGraw,  1961),  pp.  445  f 
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A  Note  on  2  Sam  7 


In  Jerusalem,  in  the  capital  he  chose  for  his  kingdom,  David 
wanted  to  build  a  temple  for  his  God.  The  word  of  God  concerning  the 
matter,  spoken  through  the  mouth  of  Nathan  and  recorded  in  2  Sam  7, 
has  been  a  puzzle  to  many  biblical  scholars,  and  innumerable  attempts  at 
its  explanation  have  been  made.1  Whether  of  the  opinion  to  see  there  an 
expression  of  absolute  denial  of  a  temple  in  the  religion  of  Israel,2  or  to  find 
there  the  tension  between  the  Ark  and  the  tent,3  or  to  feel  David’s  attitude 
toward  the  temple  building  problematic,4  or  to  try  to  explain  it  from  a  politi¬ 
cal  viewpoint,5  or  whatever  else,®  none  of  those  numerous  attempts  seems 
really  to  offer  the  solution  of  the  puzzle. 

The  Old  Testament  itself  offers  two  explanations  outside  the  text  of  2 
Sam  7:  that  David  shed  too  much  blood,  and  the  temple  building  should 
not  be  undertaken  by  such  a  hand;7  and  that  he  was  too  busy  because  of 
the  wars  he  had  to  fight.8  In  the  first  we  have  a  glimpse  into  the  current 
temple  theology,9  and  in  the  second  we  find  the  simple  historical  fact: 
David  just  could  not  do  it.  It  seems,  from  the  above,  that  it  did  occur  to 
the  people  of  the  Old  Testament  to  wonder  why  David,  of  all  their  kings, 
did  not  build  the  temple.  It  does  not  seem,  however,  to  have  occurred  to 
them  to  wonder  why  the  temple  was  built  at  all.10 

The  purpose  of  this  paper  is  very  modest.  It  is  not  another  attempt  to 
solve  the  difficult  literary  and  historical  problems  that  are  involved  in  2 
Sam  7.  It  will  try  only  to  put  the  biblical  text  in  the  wider  context  of  an¬ 
cient  Near  Eastern  religious  thought.  It  might  very  well  be — as  we  hope — 
that  this  very  shift  of  perspective  will  shed  no  little  light  on  the  text  and 
show  that  some  of  the  problems  that  have  been  found  in  it  are  automatically 
solved. 
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In  the  world  of  ancient  Mesopotamia,  the  relationship  god-king-templc 
was  clear.  A  king  was  a  mediator  between  the  divine  and  the  human  worlds 
and,  as  such,  he  carried  an  immense  load  of  responsibilities  in  two  directions 
heavenward  to  assure  the  gods  of  the  devotion  of  the  people,  and  earth 
ward  to  confirm  the  fertility  thus  resulting  from  the  gods’  pleasure.  One  ol 
the  most  important  of  the  royal  duties  was  to  build,  rebuild,  and  repair  th< 
gods’  earthly  abodes — the  temples — and  to  keep  them  and  their  functions 
in  good  condition.11  None  of  those  activities,  however,  could  be  undertaker 
at  a  king’s  own  will  or  whim.  The  sole  authorizing  power  rested  with  gods 
That  it  was  no  casual  matter  for  a  king  to  undertake  one  of  those  activities 
especially  the  (re)building  of  a  temple,  can  be  seen  in  many  Mesopotamiar 
inscriptions.  The  classical  examples  are  Gudea,  Esarhaddon,  and  Naboni 
dus.  Esarhaddon  states  quite  simply: 

For  the  renewal  of  that  temple  I  was  agitated  and  was  struck  with  awe 
and  was  quite  at  a  loss.  But  through  the  X  (some  divination  utensil)  of  thi 
divination  Shamash  and  Adad  answered  me  with  a  reliable  affirmative,  anc 
concerning  the  building  of  that  temple  and  renewal  of  its  cells  they  causer 
a  liver-omen  to  be  written  (to  show  their  will).12 

Discovery  of  the  foundation  inscription  of  any  former  kings  being  considerec 
a  favorable  omen  for  an  affirmative  divine  will  for  the  renewal  of  that  temple 
Nabonidus  had  the  foundation  of  the  ruined  temple  excavated  thoroughly 
until  such  was  found.  Upon  coming  across  one,  he  says: 

The  inscription  of  Hammurapi,  an  ancient  king,  who,  700  years  before 
Burnaburiash,  had  built  Ebarra  and  the  ziggurat  for  Shamash  upon  th< 
ancient  foundation,  I  found  therein,  and  was  struck  with  awe,  agitatec 
with  fear,  and  was  troubled.  Thus  I  said  to  myself:  the  wise  king  Burna 
buriash  built  the  temple  and  had  Shamash  the  great  lord  dwell  within  it 

[ . 1  me  that  temple,  in  its  place  [ . ]  I  raised  my  ham 

and  prayed  to  the  lord  of  lords:  “O,  Lord,  foremost  of  the  gods,  Prince 
Marduk,  without  you  no  dwelling  is  founded,  no  foundation  is  laid;  withou 
you  who  can  do  anything  1  Lord,  by  your  exalted  command  let  me  d< 
what  is  pleasing  to  you  I  ”13 

But  by  far  the  most  elaborate  is  the  account  concerning  the  renewal  of  tin 
temple  of  Ningirsu  by  Gudea,  preserved  for  us  by  the  famous  Gudea  Cylinder 
A.  Ningirsu  reveals  to  Gudea  in  a  dream  his  wishes  for  the  renewal  of  hi 
temple.  Though  the  dream  seems  rather  clear  to  modern  readers,  Gudei 
insists  that  he  does  not  understand  the  meaning.  How  he  confirms  an< 
reconfirms  that  will  by  many  and  repeated  means,  how  he  is  worried  an< 
then  overjoyed,  at  one  and  the  same  time,  at  the  revelation  of  that  divim 
will — all  these  are  told  in  the  somewhat  exaggerated  literary  compositioi 
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of  the  first  twenty  columns  of  the  Cylinder,  followed  by  the  detailed  descrip¬ 
tion  of  how  he  then  set  out  for  the  undertaking.14 

We  sense  in  the  above  examples  those  kings’  feeling  of  agitation  at  the 
revelation  of  the  divine  will  concerning  the  renewal  of  the  temples.  They 
made  repeated  efforts  to  confirm  the  divine  will  and  to  assure  themselves 
of  their  own  capacities  to  engage  in  the  task.  Not  only  were  the  physical 
and  spiritual  preparations  made  with  utmost  care,  but  the  tension  and  ex¬ 
citement  during  the  construction  work  seem  to  have  been  nationwide.  It 
certainly  presupposed  an  historical  moment  when  a  king  felt  assured  of  his 
people’s  united  attention  as  well  as  favorable  physical  conditions. 

As  to  who  should  be  nominated  for  the  task,  the  gods  reserved  the  right 
of  the  decision  to  themselves.  For  a  king  to  be  chosen  for  such  a  task  or 
to  have  secured  the  divine  permission  for  it  no  doubt  meant  his  uncontested 
position  and  power  over  his  kingdom,  and  he  seldom  failed  to  boast  of  it. 
We  may  quote,  as  an  example,  some  passages  from  the  inscription  of  Ne- 
bukadnezar  written  at  his  renewal  of  the  temple  of  Shamash: 

At  that  time,  Ebarra,  the  temple  of  Shamash,  which  was  in  Sippar,  which 
since  long  before  me  had  been  in  ruins,  was  like  a  flat  land.  Shamash,  my 
great  lord,  had  not  showed  favor  toward  any  of  the  former  kings  nor  had 
he  commanded  (any  of  them)  to  build;  he  desired  me,  his  servant,  the 
devout  one,  reverent  of  his  divinity,  for  the  building  of  the  shrine.  I  waited 
for  the  sun,  raised  my  hand,  and  prayed  to  the  sun.  I  prayed  for  the  building 
of  the  temple  Ebarra  .  .  .  ,15 

It  must  have  happened,  as  we  may  deduce  from  the  above,  that  there  were 
cases  when  a  king  was  denied  the  task.  Relevant  records  usually  being  the 
so-called  building  inscriptions,  it  is  difficult  to  find  a  text  explicitly  mentioning 
such  a  denial.  We  may  still  be  able  to  see  in  the  following  examples  that 
such  did  happen  once  in  a  while.  In  the  famous  Sumerian  poem  “The  Curse 
of  Akkad,”  Naram-Sin  seeks  permission  from  Enlil  to  renew  his  temple 
Ekur.  It  is  denied  him,  and,  according  to  the  poem,  the  denial  caused  very 
serious  consequences. 

Concerning  the  temple  he  sought  for  an  oracle — 

To  build  the  temple,  there  was  no  oracle. 

Again  concerning  the  temple  he  sought  for  an  oracle — 

To  build  the  temple,  there  was  no  oracle.16 

Among  the  Mari  Letters  we  may  find  a  similar  example,  though  the  letter 
in  question  is  broken,  and,  not  knowing  the  circumstances  of  the  correspon¬ 
dence  too  clearly,  we  must  admit  that  the  rendering  of  the  word  bltu  presents 
some  problems: 
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He  saw  the  following  (dream):  “You  (pi.)  shall  not  (re)build  this  deserted 
house.  If  the  house  is  (re)built,  I  will  make  it  collapse  into  the  river.** 
The  day  he  saw  this  dream,  he  said  nothing  to  anyone.  The  next  day  he 
again  saw  the  following  dream:  “It  was  a  god.  4  You  (pi.)  shall  not  (re)build 
this  house.  If  you  (re)build  it,  I  will  make  it  collapse  into  the  river.  *  ”17 

From  these  few  passages,  though  presented  neither  systematically  nor  ex¬ 
haustively,  it  will  have  become  clear  that  a  positive  divine  command  and 
a  divine  appointment  of  a  specific  person  were  absolute  requirements  for 
the  building  (rebuilding  or  repairing)  of  a  temple.  If  we  now  return  to  2 
Sam  7,  we  will  see  that  similar  religious  ideas  underlie  Nathan’s  prophecy 
concerning  the  building  of  the  temple  in  Jerusalem.  There  is  no  question 
in  our  text  of  a  denial  of  temple  building.  Nor  is  there  any  hint  at  theolog¬ 
ical  streams  in  Israel  that  were  opposed  to  the  building  of  any  temple  for 
Yahweh.  The  real  issue  is  that  both  the  initiative  to  build  a  temple  and  the 
choice  of  the  person  for  the  task  must  come  from  God  and  not  from  an  in¬ 
dividual  king.  The  prophecy  stresses  these  two  points.  First,  God  has  not 
commanded  the  building  of  a  temple  either  to  any  of  the  past  leaders  or 
to  David  himself  (vss  6-7).  Second,  the  choice  of  the  person  is  God’s  affair. 
God’s  denial — put  in  the  interrogative  form  (vs  5) — concerns  the  person  of 
David  and  not  the  temple  itself.  The  emphatic  position  of  the  pronoun 
(h’th)  makes  this  point  more  than  clear.  Moreover,  this  denial  of  David 
results  in  the  positive  choice  of  his  successor  in  vs  13,  where  the  emphatic 
hw>  ybnh  is  to  be  noted  as  a  counterpart  of  the  emphatic  denial  in  vs  5. 

There  still  remain  many  problems,  both  literary  and  historical,  in  the 
text.  But  we  hope  that  the  similar  texts  presented  here  have  made  it  clear 
that  2  Sam  7  falls  into  the  category  of  divine  revelations  concerning  temple 
building,  which  is  so  common  in  the  ancient  Near  East,  and  that,  like  those 
similar  texts,  Nathan’s  prophecy  is  positive  in  tone — that  is,  it  does  not 
imply  any  criticisms  of  temple  building  as  such  but,  on  the  contrary,  ex¬ 
presses  the  positive  choice  of  one  person  for  the  task  of  building  a  temple 
for  Yahweh.18 


Notes 

1  The  main  suggestions  and  discussions  were  summarized  by  J.  Schreiner,  Sion-Jerusa- 
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and  Temple ,  Oxford,  1965,  pp.  56-60. 
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4  J.  Schreiner,  op.  cit .,  pp.  89-94,  maintains  that  divine  refusal  was  caused  because 
David  used  the  verb  ySb  but  not  Skn,  which  is  supposed  to  show  the  misconception  of 
what  a  temple  should  be;  cf  H.  W.  Hertzberg,  I  and  II  Samuel ,  London,  1964,  pp.  284  f; 
A.  Weiscr,  “Die  Tempelbaukrise  unter  David,”  ZAW  77  (1965),  158-60. 

6  According  to  G.  W.  Ahlstrom,  “Der  Prophet  Nathan  und  der  Tempelbau,”  VT  11 
(1961),  113-27,  the  real  cause  of  Nathan’s  rejection  of  David’s  wish  is  to  be  found  in  the 
politico-religious  conflict  between  the  Jebusite  and  Israelite  parties  in  Jerusalem. 

6  According  to  M.  Simon,  “La  ProphGtie  de  Nathan  et  le  Temple,”  RHPR  32  (1952), 
41-58,  enmity  against  the  temple  at  Jerusalem;  according  to  J.  Dus,  “Der  Brauch  der 
Ladewanderung  im  Alten  Israel,”  TZ  17  (1961),  1-5,  the  text  was  originally  against  the 
temple  at  Shiloh  and  was  utilized  in  this  context  as  against  that  in  Jerusalem. 

7  1  Chron  22:  8;  28:  3. 

8  1  Kings  5:  17. 

9  Cf  J.  M.  Myers,  I  Chronicles  (AB,  vol.  12),  New  JCork,  1965,  p.  154. 

10  It  seems  problematic  to  suppose  the  existence  of  the  anti-temple  trend  in  ancient 
Israel  from  the  very  few  and  difficult  passages:  2  Sam  7:  5-7;  Is  66:  1;  and  the  story  of 
the  Rekabites  in  Jer  35;  cf  R.  de  Vaux,  Ancient  Israel ,  p.  330.  The  total  rejection  of  the 
temple  in  the  New  Testament  (Mk  14:  58;  Jn  4:  21;  Acts  7:  48;  17:  24)  may  be  considered 
as  a  late  sectarian  development. 

11  Cf  H.  Frankfort,  Kingship  and  the  Gods ,  Chicago,  1948,  pp.  267-74. 

12  R.  Borger,  Die  Inschriften  Asarhaddons  Kdnigs  von  Assyrien,  ( AfO  Bh  9),  OsnabrUck, 
19672,  p.  3,  Col.  Ill  42-IV  6. 

13  S.  H.  Langdon,  Die  Neubabylonischen  Konigsinschriften  (VAB  4),  Leipzig,  1911, 
p.  238,  Col.  II  20-40. 

14  F.  Thureau-Dangin,  Les  Cylindres  de  Gudia  (TCL  VIII),  Paris,  1925;  for  translation 
in  German,  see  A.  Falkenstein  and  W.  von  Soden,  Sumerische  und  Akkadische  Hymnen 
und  Gebete  ( BAW ),  Zurich  and  Stuttgart,  1953,  pp.  137-57. 

15  S.  H.  Langdon,  op.  cit.,  p.  100,  Col.  I  25-11  10. 

16  A.  Falkenstein,  “Fluch  iiber  Akkad,”  ZA  NF  23  (1965),  43-124;  the  relevant  passages 
are  on  p.  55,  lines  96-99. 

17  ARMT  XIII,  No.  113,  rev.  1-14;  English  trans.  by  W.  L.  Moran,  “Divine  Revela¬ 
tions,”  ANET3,  pp.  623  f  (the  passages  quoted  are  on  p.  624,  rev.  l‘-14’). 

18  For  the  detailed  discussion  on  the  prophecy  of  Nathan  in  the  light  of  the  texts  from 
Mesopotamia,  see  the  forthcoming  doctoral  dissertation,  “The  Royal  Dynasties  in  Ancient 
Israel,”  by  Tomoo  Ishida,  Hebrew  University  of  Jerusalem. 
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A  Study  of  Selected  Isaianic 
Passages  in  the  Wormser 
Propheten  Ubersetzung  of  1527 
and  Luther’s  Isaiah  of  1528 


It  is  intriguing  to  compare  works  coming  from  approximately 
the  same  time  and  place,  especially  Bible  translations.  Because  of  the  in¬ 
fluence  of  various  forces,  personalities,  and  earlier  versions,  one  can  learn 
from  their  translations  a  great  deal  about  the  men  who  translate  and  how 
they  respond  to  their  environment. 

We  would  like  to  compare  the  German  Bible  translations  of  Ludwig 
Haetzer  and  Martin  Luther.  Some  things  well  done  are  often  overlooked 
when  overshadowed  by  subsequent  efforts.  This  is  the  case  with  these  two 
translations.  Haetzer’s  translation,  known  to  Martin  Luther,  has  been  com¬ 
pletely  obscured  by  Luther’s. 

We  have  a  twofold  purpose  here:  to  contrast  the  vocabularies  and  literary 
merits,  and  to  examine  Isaiah  9:  1-9  and  the  Servant  Songs  in  order  to  re¬ 
examine  a  conclusion  reached  some  time  ago  in  a  seminar  paper  on  Deutero- 
Isaiah  at  the  Hartford  Theological  Seminary.1  That  conclusion  was  that 
the  translator  of  the  Wormser  Propheten  deliberately  mistranslated  on  christ- 
ological  grounds. 

Now  specifically  about  the  translations:  The  Propheten  Ubersetzung  ap¬ 
peared  at  Worms  April  13,  1527,  in  folio  and  octavo  editions.  The  title 
page  was  inscribed:  “Alle  propheten  nach  Hebraischer  sprach  verteuscht. 
0  Gott  erloss  die  gefangenen  MDXXVII  Peter  Schaffern  in  Worms.”  The 
work,  according  to  the  introduction,  was  done  by  Johannes  Denck  and  Lud¬ 
wig  Haetzer.  The  latter  was  responsible  for  Isaiah.  The  translation  found 
favor,  and  no  fewer  than  a  hundred  editions  appeared  in  the  five  years 
following  its  publication.  Five  folio  and  five  octavo  editions  appeared  before 
Luther’s  translation  of  Isaiah  appeared  in  1528. 
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This  work,  according  to  Eberhard  Nestle,  is  an  “achtungswerten  Arbeit.”2 
M.  Reu  described  it  as  “On  the  whole  a  creditable  translation  which  Luther 
praised  as  well  as  criticized.  The  translators  really  knew  Hebrew,  and  at 
the  same  time  had  caught  the  spirit  of  Luther’s  German.”3  Luther,  in  a 
letter  to  his  friend  Wenceslaus  Link  in  May,  1527,  writes:  “Prophetes  ver- 
nacula  donatus  Wormatiae  non  contemno  nisi  quod  Germanismus  obscurior 
est  forte  natura  illius  regionis.  Fecerund  diligentiam  quis  autem  omnia 
attingit?  Ego  tamen  iam  accingor  et  ipsos  vernacula  extrudere  lecturus 
simul  Iesiam,  ne  otiosus  sum.”4 

Ludwig  Haetzer,  the  translator  of  Isaiah  in  the  Propheien  Obersetzung , 
was  born  in  Bischofzel  near  St.  Gallen  at  a  date  unknown.  He  studied  at 
Freiburg  im  Breisgau,  where  the  mysticism  of  Tauler  was  very  strong.  He 
later  served  as  “Kaplan”  in  Wadersil,  near  Zurich,  and  was  a  friend  of  H. 
Zwingli. 

In  1523,  as  the  leader  of  the  “Bildsturmer,”  he  published  “ Tiibschen 
Btichli”  and  in  the  same  year  wrote  the  protocol  of  the  “Zweite  grosse 
Ziiricher  Religionsgesprach.”  He  also  participated  in  the  “Religionsge- 
sprach”  of  January  17, 1525,  which  centered  on  infant  baptism.  On  January 
21,  he  was  given  eight  days  to  leave  the  city. 

In  1526,  he  met  Johannes  Denck,  the  schoolmaster  of  Nuremberg,  at 
Worms  and  with  him  translated  the  Prophets.  Denck  helped  clarify  Haetzer’ s 
thought,  which  up  until  this  time  had  been  rather  characterless. 

Theologically  it  might  be  said  that  he  embraced  the  sacramental  teaching 
of  Karlstadt,  and  would  have  summed  up  his  christological  thought  as: 
“Gott  ist  nur  einer.  Christus  aber  nur  Bruder  bis  zur  Herrlichkeit.”  He  was 
put  to  death  at  Constance  in  1529,  on  the  charges  of  bigamy  and  adultery. 

For  the  text  of  the  Wormser  Propheten ,  we  have  used  a  folio  first  edition 
in  the  Schwenckfelder  Historical  Library  at  Pennsburg,  Pennsylvania.  This 
volume  measures  10  5/8  by  7  1  /4  inches,  is  bound  in  leather  with  metal  adorn¬ 
ments,  and  once  had  clasps. 

For  Isaiah  9:  1-6,  we  have  used  the  Christmas  Sermon  of  Luther  for  1525, 
which  appeared  in  print  early  in  January,  1526,  at  the  printery  of  N.  Schir- 
lentz  in  Wittenberg.  We  also  made  use  of  the  Luther  Handschrift ,  the  Pal. 
Ger.  731  of  the  University  of  Heidelberg,  as  printed  in  the  Weimar  Edition 
of  Luthers  Werke  ( Die  Deutsche  Bibet ,  vol.  2). 

For  the  Servant  Songs,  we  have  used  a  microfilm  of  Der  Prophet  Isaiah 
Deutsche  1528,  from  the  printery  of  Hans  Luft  in  Wittenberg,  courtesy  of 
the  British  Museum. 

For  the  textual  work,  we  have  used  Kittel’s  BHKzf  the  Gottinger  Septua - 
girxta ,  ed.  by  J.  Ziegler,  and  Biblia  Sacra  Vulgata ,  ed.  by  Fischer. 
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Isaiah  9:  1-6 


1525 

Das  volck  das  ym  finstern 
wandelt  sihet  eynn  grosses 
liecht,  uber  die  da  wonen  ym 
finstern  lande,  scheinet  es 
helle.  Damit  machstu  der 
freuden  wenig  weil  du  der 
Heiden  so  viel  machst,  doch 
fur  dir  werden  sie  sich 
freuen,  wie  man  sich  freuet 
ynn  der  erndte,  wie  man  fro- 
lich  ist,  wenn  man  beute  aus- 
taylet,  denn  das  joch  yhrer 
last,  und  die  rute  yhrer 
schulder,  und  den  stecken 
yres  treibers  hastu  zu- 
brochen,  wie  zu  zeit  Midian, 
denn  aller  krieg  mit  ungestum 
und  blutig  kleid  wird  ver- 
brand  durch  feur  verzeret 
werden,  denn  uns  ist  eyn  kind 
geboren,  der  son  ist  uns  ge- 
geben,  wilchs  Hirschaft  ist 
auf  seiner  schulder  und 
heyst,  wunderbar,  rad,  kraft, 
held,  ymmer  vater,  friedefurst, 
auff  das  seine  Hirschaft  gros 
werde,  und  des  friedes  keyn 
ende,  auff  dem  thron  Dauid 
und  seinem  Konigreich,  dass 
ers  zurichte  und  stercke 
mit  gericht  und  gerechtig- 
keyt  von  nu  an  bys  ynn 
ewigkeyt.  Solchs  wird  thun 
der  eyver  des  Hernv 
Zebaoth. 


1527 

Das  volck  das  im  finsteruss 
wandelt  sihet  ain  gross  liecht 
und  es  scheint  hell  uber  die 
im  finstern  land  hausen.  Un 
dieweil  du  die  hayden  meer- 
est  so  machest  auch  der  freu¬ 
den  vil  denn  sy  werden  sich 
ja  wol  vor  dir  erf  re  wen  wie 
man  sich  in  der  ernd  frewet 
unnd  als  man  guts  muts  ist  so 
man  die  beutten  ausstailet. 
Ursach  das  joch  jres  last  un 
die  rut  jrer  schulter  und  den 
stab  jres  treibers  hast  du 
zerbrochen  alss  zum  tagen 
Midian.  Dann  aller  krieg  mit 
ungestume  und  blutig  klaid 
wirdt  verbrendt  und  durchs 
fewr  zerzert  werden.  Dan  uns 
ist  ain  kind  geborn,  uns  ist 
ain  sun  geben  dess  herrschaft 
auff  seiner  schulter  ist  unnd 
er  haisst  wunderbar,  rath 
starck,  held,  allwegvatter, 
Fridfurst  darmit  sein  herr¬ 
schaft  gross  werde  und  sein 
frid  unendtlich  auf  dem 
thron  Dauids  und  seinem 
Kunigreyche  das  ers  zu¬ 
richte  und  stercke  mit  ge¬ 
richt  und  gerechtigkait  von 
von  yetz  an  biss  in  ewig- 
kait.  Dies  wirt  der  eyfer 
des  HERRN  Zebaoth  thun. 


1528 

Das  volck  so  ym  finstern  wandelte  sihet  ein  grosses  liecht  und  uber  die 
da  wonen  ym  finstern  lande  scheinet  es  helle.  Du  machst  der  heiden  viel 
damit  machstu  der  freuden  nicht  viel  fur  die  aber  (werden  sie)  wird  man 
sich  frewen  wie  man  sich  frewet  ynn  der  erndte  wie  man  frolich  ist  wenn 
man  beute  austeilet.  Denn  du  hast  das  joch  yhrer  last  and  die  rute  yhrer 
schulter  und  den  stecken  yhres  treibers  (hastu)  zubrochen  wie  zur  zeit 
Midian.  Denn  aller  krieg  mit  ungestum  und  blutig  kleid  wird  verbrand 
und  mit  feur  verzeret  werden.  Denn  uns  ist  ein  kind  geboren  ein  son  ist 
uns  gegeben  welchs  herrschaft  is  auff  seiner  schulter  und  (er)  heisst  Wun¬ 
derbar,  Rat,  Krafft,  Helt,  Ewigvater,  Fridfurst,  auff  das  seine  herrschaft 
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gross  werde  und  sein  frides  kein  ende  auff  dem  stuel  Dauid  und  seinem 
konigreiche  das  ers  zurichte  und  stercke  mit  gericht  und  gerechtigkeit  von 
nu  an  bis  ynn  ewigkeit.  Solchs  wird  thun  der  eiver  des  HERRN  Zebaoth. 

This  Christmas  lection,  used  by  Luther  as  the  basis  of  his  sermon  in  1525, 
provides  us  with  a  third  translation:  two  by  Luther,  and  one  by  Haetzer. 
When  the  three  are  compared,  we  discover  that  the  two  translations  of  Luther 
differ  in  only  15  percent  of  the  160  words.  The  percentage  is  somewhat 
smaller  for  the  Haetzer  translation  and  Luther’s  1528  version.  There  un¬ 
doubtedly  was  a  two-way  borrowing. 

The  first  thing  to  note  is  that  Luther  begins  the  ninth  chapter  with  “Das 
volck”  whereas  Haetzer  begins  it  with  the  preceding  verse.  Here  Luther 
follows  the  Hebrew  text  and  Haetzer  follows  the  LXX  and  Vulgate. 

The  first  verse  brings  a  problem  in  word  order.  Luther  says,  “uber  die 
da  wonen  ym  finstern  lande  scheinet  es  helle”;  Haetzer  says,  “und  es  scheint 
hell  uber  die  im  finstern  land  hausen.”  Luther  agrees  with  Hebrew,  LXX, 
and  Vulgate.  “Wonen”  and  “hausen”  must  be  regarded  as  synonyms. 

The  word  hhlkym  is  translated  “wandelt”  by  Luther  in  1525,  and  also 
by  Haetzer;  but  in  1528,  Luther  changed  this  to  “wandelte.”  This  is  a  dif¬ 
ferent  tense.  The  LXX  has  a  present  participle,  and  the  Vulgate  has  the 
imperfect.  Did  this  influence  Luther? 

The  word  order  of  Luther’s  earlier  translation  is  found  in  neither  the 
Hebrew  nor  the  versions.  Luther  has  “viel  machen”;  Haetzer,  “meerest.” 
Luther,  “der  freuden  nicht  viel”;  Haetzer,  “der  freuden  vil.”  The  first  is 
merely  a  difference  in  expression,  while  the  second  suggests  different  Hebrew 
texts.  “Nicht  viel”  renders  the  Heb  l\  while  Haetzer  has  a  text  reading  Iw , 
with  which  twenty  MSS  agree. 

In  1525,  Luther  translated  “der  son,”  but  changed  it  in  1528  to  “ein  son.” 
The  Heb  is  bn .  The  LXX  omits  the  article.  Luther  at  one  time  contemplated 
inserting  “er”  before  “heisst,”  as  Haetzer  did. 

The  Heb  ’/  may  have  been  troublesome.  Haetzer  has  “starck”;  Luther, 
“Kraft.”  LXX  has  aggelos;  the  Vulgate,  “Deus.”  Hebrew  cd  was  trans¬ 
lated  “Allweg  vatter”  by  Haetzer,  and  “Ewig  vater”  or  “ymmer  vater”  by 
Luther;  Haetzer  uses  an  Allemanic  word  here. 

In  vs  6,  Luther  says,  “stuel  D”;  Haetzer,  “thron  D.”  The  Hebrew  ks> 
is  translated  “solium”  by  the  Vulgate,  but  the  LXX  has  thronon.  Here 
Haetzer  follows  the  LXX;  Luther,  the  Vulgate. 

The  Servant  Songs 
Isaiah  42:  2-5 

Sihe  das  ist  mein  knecht  Nimwar  er  ist  mein  knecht 

ich  erhalte  ihn  Und  mein  ich  will  jn  erhalten.  Er 
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auserweleter  an  welchem 
meine  seele  wolgefallen  hat. 
Ich  habe  ihn  meinen  geist 
gegeben  Er  wird  das  recht 
unter  die  heyden  bringen. 

Er  wird  nicht  schreyen  noch 
ruffen  und  seine  styram  wird 
man  nicht  horen  auff  den 
gassen.  Das  zustossen  rhor 
wird  er  nicht  zubrechen  und 
das  glymmend  tocht  wird  er 
nicht  ausslesshen.  Er  wird 
das  recht  mit  warheit  erfur 
bringen.  Er  wird  nicht  mur- 
risch  noch  grewlich  sein 
auff  das  er  auff  erden  das 
recht  an  richte.  Und  die 
Insulen  werden  auff  seine 
gestzt  warten. 


ist  main  auserwelter  an 
dem  mein  seel  ain  wolge¬ 
fallen  hat.  Ich  will  mein 
gaist  auf  jn  geben  und  er 
soli  den  Haiden  das  gerecht 
furtragen.  Er  wirdt  weder 
schryen  noch  zancken  und 
sein  stymm  wird  er  auf  der 
gassen  nit  horen  lassen.  Ain 
zerstossen  ror  wirdt  er  nit 
zerknischen  unnd  ain  riech- 
endes  docht  wirdt  er  nit 
aussloschen.  Er  wirdt  das 
gericht  nach  der  warhait 
furtragen.  Er  wirdt  am  ge- 
sicht  und  stercke  nit  abnemen 
bisz  er  das  gericht  auff 
erden  auffricht  und  die 
Inseln  werden  auf  sein 
gesatz  verhoffen. 


Vs  1.  hn :  Luther,  or  L  Sihe ,  Haetzer,  or  H  Nimwar.  L  das,  H  er  not  in 
Heb.  J imk :  incomplete:  L  present,  H  future,  nity :  L  habe  gegeben , 
H  will  geben .  H  Gerecht  MHG  for  Recht.  furtragen  NHG  vortragen , 
L  bringen. 

Vs  2.  L  nicht .  .  .  nochf  H  weder .  .  .  noch .  ys*:  L  ruffen  (j rauffen ),  H  zancken. 
Luther  stresses  the  physical;  Haetzer,  the  verbal.  y§my<:  LXX  anesei 
future,  H  is  the  more  literal. 

Vs  3.  y$bwr :  LXX  “breaks,”  Vulg  “bruise,”  “grind,”  H  zerknischen  religious 
usage,  niederdrucken ,  von  Reue  gebrochen.  khh :  “expiring,”  L  glym¬ 
mend — “eye,”  H  riechend — “nose.”  LXX  “smoking,”  Vulg  fumigans. 

Vs  4.  ykhh:  L  verzagen ,  H  nachlassen .  L  auf  .  .  .  das,  H  bisz ;  the  one  is 
consecutive,  the  other  temporal.  L  murrisch — unwillig  sein ,  grewlich 
from  grauen-schrecken .  yyhlw:  L  warten ,  H  verhoffen ;  Heb  has  both 
meanings. 


Isaiah 

Hoeren  mir  zu  yhr  Insulen 
unnd  yhr  volcker  yn  der 
feme  mercket  auff. 

Der  HERR  hat  mir  geruffen 
von  mutter  leib  an.  Er 
hat  meines  namens  gedacht 
da  ich  noch  in  mutter  leib 
war  und  hat  meinen  mund 
gemachet  wie  eyn  scharff 


49:  1-6 

Loset  mir  jr  Insulen  und 
jr  volcker  merket  auf.  Mich 
hat  der  HERR  von  der  geburt 
an  berufft  unnd  meins  namens 
von  muterlayb  her  gedacht. 

Er  hat  meinen  mund  gemacht 
wie  ain  scharpff  schwerdt 
und  mich  under  seiner  hand 
schatten  verborgen.  Er  hat 
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schwerd  mit  dem  schatten 
seiner  hand  hat  er  mich 
bedecket.  Er  hat  mich  zum 
hubschen  pfeil  gemachet 
und  mich  ynn  seinen  kocher 
gestecht.  Und  spricht  zu  mir 
Du  bist  mein  knecht  Israel 
durch  welchen  ich  will  ge- 
preiset  werden.  Ich  aber 
dacht  ich  erbeitet  vergeb- 
lich  und  brachte  mein  kraft 
umbsonst  und  unnutzlich  zu. 
Wiewol  meine  sache  des 
HERRN  und  mein  ampt  meines 
Gottes  ist.  Und  nu  spricht 
der  HERR  der  mich  von 
mutter  leib  an  zu  seinem 
knecht  bereitet  hat  das  ich 
sol  Jacob  zu  yhm  bekeren 
Auff  das  Israel  nicht  wfeg 
gerafft  werde.  Darumb  bin 
ich  fur  dem  HERRN  herlich 
und  mein  Gott  ist  meine 
sterke,  Und  spricht  Es  ist 
geringes  das  du  mein  knecht 
bist  die  geschlecht  Jacob 
auff  zurichten  und  das 
verwarloset  ynn  Israel 
widder  zu  bringen.  Sondern 
ich  hab  dich  auch  zum 
liecht  der  Heiden  gemacht 
das  du  seyest  mein  heil 
bis  an  der  welt  ende. 


mich  zu  ainem  ausspolierten 
pfeyl  gemacht  und  mich  in 
seinen  kochen  geschoben  und 
zu  mir  gesagt:  Du  bist  mein 
knecht  Israel  in  welchem  ich 
eer  einlegen  wird.  Da  saget 
ich:  Ich  hab  vergebens  ge- 
arbaitet  und  mein  vermogen 
layter  umsonst  abgelegt  ye- 
doch  ist  mein  recht  mit  dem 
HERRN  dran  und  mein  werck 
mit  meinem  Gott. 

Nun  aber  sagt  der  HERR  der 
mich  von  mutter  leib  her  jm 
zu  aim  knecht  geschaffen  das 
ich  Jacob  widerum  zu  jm  furte 
aber  Israel  wolt  sich  nit 
versamlen  lassen.  Noch  bin 
ich  teuer  in  den  augen  des 
HERRN  und  mein  Gott  ist  mein 
sterck.  Er  aber  sprach:  Es 
ist  mir  zu  wenig  das  du 
mein  knecht  seyest  die 
stammen  Jacobs  auffzurichten 
und  der  verwustet  Israel 
widerumb  auffzyfuren  hierumb 
hab  ich  dich  auch  zu  aim 
liecht  der  heyden  gesetzt 
das  mein  hail  biss  zu  end 
der  erden  raiehe. 


Vs  1.  sm'w:  H  loset  MHD — oberdeulsch  lose  is  NHG  lauschen. 

Vs  2.  brwr:  L  hubschen — related  to  hofisch ,  H  auspolierten . 

Vs  3.  b  ...  bk:  L  durch ,  H  in.  Hp'r:  L  “be  glorified,”  “to  glory,”  H  eer  ein¬ 
legen  wird. 

Vs  4.  m§pty:  L  Sach ,  H  Recht.  wp'lty:  L  ampl — follows  LXX;  H  Werck — 
follows  Vulg. 

Vs  5.  L  zu  seinem  knecht ,  H  zu  aim  knecht  (definite  versus  indefinite),  ysry : 
L  bereitety  H  geschaffen.  ISwbb:  L  fuhren,  H  bekeren.  y'sp:  L  weg- 
geraffty  H  wollt  sich  nit  versammlen  lassen .  y'kbd:  L  herlichy  H  teuer . 

Vs  6.  Sbty:  L  geschlechty  H  stammen. 


The  Propheten  Obersetzung  and  Luther's  Isaiah 


415 


Isaiah 

Der  HERR  HERR  hat  mir  eine 
gelerte  zunge  gegeben  das 
ich  wisse  mit  den  muden 
zu  rechter  zeit  zu  reden. 

Er  wecket  mir  das  ohr  das 
ich  hore  wie  ein  j unger.  Der 
HERR  HERR  hat  mir  das  ohr 
geoffenet  und  ich  bin 
nicht  ungehorsam  und  gehe 
nicht  zu  rucke.  Ich  hielt 
meinen  rucken  dar  den  die 
mich  schlugen  und  meine 
wangen  den  die  mich  rauften. 
Mein  angesicht  verbarg  ich 
nicht  vor  schmache  und 
speichel  denn  der  HERR  Herr 
hilfft  mir  darumb  werde  ich 
nicht  zu  schanden.  Darumb 
hab  ich  mein  angesicht  dar 
geboten  als  einen  kisel- 
stein.  Denn  ich  weiss  das 
ich  nicht  zu  schanden  werde. 

Er  ist  nahe  der  mich  recht- 
fertiget.  Wer  wil  mit  mir 
hadern  ?  Lasst  uns  zusammen 
tretten.  Wer  ist  der  recht 
zu  mir  hat  ?  der  kome  her 
zu  mir.  Sihe  der  HERR  HERR 
hilfft  mir  wer  ist  der  mich 
wil  verdammen  ?  Sihe  sie 
werden  allzumal  wie  ein 
kleid  veralten  mottenn. 


50:  4-9 

Mir  hat  der  herrschend  HERR 
ains  j  ungers  zung  geben  hie- 
mit  ich  wisste  mit  dem  muden 
zu  rechter  zeyt  zureden  und 
hat  mirs  or  alle  morgen  umb- 
geriben  das  ich  hort  wie  ain 
j  unger.  Das  herrschend  HERR 
thet  mirs  or  auff  und  ich 
widerte  mich  sein  nicht  und 
hab  nit  hindersich  gezaufet. 

Ich  hab  mein  rugken  den 
schlahenden  dargebotten  und 
meine  wangen  den  rupffenden. 
Mein  angesicht  hab  ich  vor 
schmach  und  spaichel  ver- 
borgen.  Und  der  herrschend 
HERR  wirdt  mir  helffen  der 
wagen  ich  nit  zuschenden  wird. 
Darumb  hab  ich  mein  angesicht 
gesetzt  wie  ain  kysslingstain 
und  waisst  das  ich  nit  zu- 
schanden  wird.  Mein  recht- 
fertiger  ist  nahe  wer  ist  der 
mit  mir  zancken  woll  ?  Lasst 
uns  gegenainan  der  steen 
wer  ist  der  recht  zu  mir  hat  ? 
der  kome  her  an  mich.  Nim- 
war  der  herrschend  HERR  wirdt 
mir  helffen  wer  ists  der 
mich  zu  ainem  boswicht 
machen  will  ?  Schaw  sy 
werden  allsamt  wie  ain 
klayd  verwesen  und  die 
schaben  werden  es  fressen. 


Vs  4.  >dny  yhwh:  L  HERR  HERR ,  H  herrschend  HERR .  L  adj.  “trained,” 
“disciplined,”  H  noun  “disciple,”  LXX  paideias ,  Vulg  eruditam. 
dbr  verb,  adds  zu  rechter  zeyt.  yKyr:  H  omits  first  one,  L  takes  with 
following,  as  Vulg  second  L  wecken ,  H  umgeriben.  ( drehen ). 

Vs  5.  mryty :  L  “rebellious,”  “refractory,”  H  “oppose.”  swg  nswgty :  L 
gehe  nicht  zuruck ,  H  hindersich  gezaufet ,  LXX  ouk  apeitho  oude  antilego , 
Vulg  non  contradico  retrorsum  non  abii. 

Vs  6.  ntty:  L  hielt ,  H  dargebotten .  mkym :  L  die  mich  schlugen ,  H  den 
schlahenden ,  LXX  mastigas ,  Vulg  percutienlibus .  imrtym :  “pluck,” 
“pluckers,”  L  rauffen-reissen,  kratzen ,  H  rupffenden-ausreissen ,  LXX 
rapismata  “those  striking.”  hstrty :  L  preterite;  H  past  perfect. 
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Vs  7.  y'zr :  L  present,  H  future,  LXX  boethes,  Vulg  auxiliaior.  €l-kn :  L 
darumb ,  H  darumb ,  LXX  aZ/a,  Vulg  ecce.  smZy:  L  dargeboten ,  H  ye- 
seZzZ.  kblmyS:  stein  ohne  meiallischen  gehalt .  w:  L  denn;  H  und. 
’fcu/i:  L  werde>  H  wird. 

Vs  8.  yrfcy:  L  hadern — “legal  proceeding,”  H  zancken — “face  to  face  en¬ 
counter.”  n'mrh  yftd:  L  lasst  uns  zusammen  iretten .  L  uses  Kmd  in 
same  sense  as  used  in  Damascus  Document.  H  lasst  uns  gegen - 
anender  steen — this  may  reflect  the  LXX.  7y:  L  in;  H  an. 

Vs  9.  yrs'ny :  L  udZ  verdammen,  H  mich  zu  aim  boswicht  machen  will .  Bos- 
wicht  is  “a  worthless  fellow”,  LXX  kakosei.  yblw :  L  veralten ,  H  uer- 
u>esen,  LXX  palaid-thesesthe ,  Vulg  conZerenZur.  L  /noZZen,  H 
schaben  oberhochdeutsch,  LXX  ses,  Vulg  Ztnea.  L  sie,  H  es,  LXX 
u/nas,  Vulg  eos. 


Isaiah  52: 

Sihe  mein  knecht  wird  klug- 
lich  faren  und  wird  erhohet 
und  ser  hoch  erhaben  sein. 

Das  sich  viel  uber  dir  er- 
gern  werden  weil  seine  ge¬ 
stalt  hesslicher  ist  denn 
ander  leute  und  sein  ansehen 
denn  der  menschen  kinder. 

Aber  also  wird  er  viel 
Heiden  besprengen  und  auch 
kunige  werden  yhren  mund 
gegen  yhm  zuhalten.  Denn 
welchen  nichts  davon  verkun- 
diget  ist  die  selbigen  werd- 
ens  mit  lust  sehen  und  die 
nichts  davon  gehort  haben 
die  werdens  mercken.  Aber 
wer  glaubt  unser  predigt  ?  Und 
wem  wird  der  arm  des  HERREN 
offenbaret? 

Denn  er  scheusst  auf  fur  yhm 
wie  eyn  reys  und  wie  eine 
wurtzel  auss  durrem  erdreich. 

Er  hat  keine  gestalt  noch 
schone  wir  sahen  ihn  aber 
dawar  keine  gestalt  das 
wir  sein  hetten  mogen  be- 
geren.  Er  war  der  aller 
verachtest  und  unwerdest 
voller  schmertzen  und 
kranckheit.  Er  war  so 


13-53:  12 

Sihe  mein  knecht  wird  ver- 
stendig  erhocht  erhaben  und 
ser  empor  sein  und  wie  sich 
vil  ab  dir  verwunderen  also 
ist  sein  angesicht  verderbt 
das  es  nyemandt  gleich  sihet 
und  sein  gestalt  kainem 
menschen.  Dargegen  wirdt  er 
vil  haiden  besprengen  und  die 
kunig  werden  jren  mund  uber 
jm  beschliessen.  Denn  denen 
es  nit  verkundiget  ist  die 
werden  es  sehen  und  die  es 
nit  gehort  haben  die  werden 
sich  sein  anneman. 

Wer  hat  unnserm  gerucht 
glaubt  und  welchem  ist  der 
arm  ser  HERRN  geoffnet  ?  Und 
er  ist  vor  jm  auffgangen  wie 
ain  schoss  unnd  wie  ain 
wurtzel  auss  ainem  durren 
erdtrich.  Er  hett  weder 
gestalt  noch  zierd  wir  sahen 
er  hatt  aber  kain  ausehen 
das  wir  ainen  lust  zu  jm 
hetten.  Er  war  der  verachtest 
unnd  verworffnest  man  ain 
schmertzhafftiger  man  da 
er  waisst  was  kranckhait  ist. 
wir  haben  jn  verschmahet  und 
so  gar  nicht  geachtet  als 
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veracht  das  man  das  an- 
gesicht  fur  yhm  verbarg 
darumb  haben  wir  yhm 
nichts  geacht. 

Furwar  er  trug  unser 
krangkheyt  und  lud  auff 
sich  unser  schmertzenn. 

Wir  aber  hielten  ihn  fur 
den  der  von  Gott  geplagt 
und  geschwecht  were.  Aber 
er  ist  umb  unser  missethat 
willen  verwundet  und  umb 
unser  sunden  willen  zu- 
schlagen.  Die  straf  ligt 
auff  yhm  auff  das  wir 
friede  hetten.  Und  durch 
seine  wunden  sind  wir  ge- 
heylet.  Wir  giengen  alle 
ynn  der  yrre  wir  schaffe 
ein  iglicher  sahe  auff 
seinen  weg.  Aber  der  HERR 
warf  unser  alien  sunde  auff 
yhn.  Da  er  gestraffet  und 
geschwecht  ward  thet  er 
seinen  mund  nicht  auff  wie 
ein  lam  das  zur  schlacht- 
banck  gefurt  wird  und  wie 
ein  schaff  das  erstummet  fur 
seinem  scherer  und  seinen 
mund  nicht  auffthut. 

Er  ist  aber  aus  der  angst 
und  gericht  genomen.  Wer  wil 
seines  lebens  lenge  ausreden  ? 
Denn  er  ist  aus  dem  land  der 
lebendigen  weggerissen  da  er 
umb  die  missethat  meines 
volcks  geplagt  war.  Und  er 
ist  begraben  wie  die  Gott- 
losen  und  gestorben  wie  ein 
reicher  wiewol  er  niemand  un- 
recht  gethan  hat  noch  betrug 
ynn  seinem  mund  gewesen  ist. 
Aber  der  HERR  wolt  yhn  also 
zerschlahen  mit  krangheit. 
Wenn  er  sein  leben  zum 
schuldopffer  gegeben  hat 
so  wird  er  samen  haben  und 
ynn  die  lenge  leben.  Und 
des  HERREN  furnemen  wird 


ainen  vor  dem  man  das  ange- 
sicht  verbirgt.  Warlich  er  hat 
er  hat  unsere  kranckhaiten 
auff  sich  genomen  und  er  hat 
unsere  schmertzen  getragen 
und  wir  haben  in  darfur  ge- 
halten.  Got  hat  jn  geplagt 
und  genidert.  Aber  er  ist  von 
unserer  bosshaiten  wegen  biss 
auf  dem  tod  verwundt  und  von 
unserer  missthaten  wegen  ist 
er  geschlagen  worden.  Die 
zuchtigung  unnsers  frids  ist 
uber  jn  und  durch  seine  beylen 
seind  wir  gesund  worden. 

Wir  irrten  allsmet  wie  ain 
schaff  ain  jeder  lugt  seines 
wegs  aber  der  HERR  hat  all 
unnser  missthaten  auff  jn 
geleget.  Er  ist  dargeben 
und  gepeinigt  worden  noch 
hat  er  seinen  mund  nit 
auffgethon.  Er  ward  gefurt 
wie  ain  lamb  zyr  metzgung 
und  ist  wie  ain  schaff  vor 
seinem  bescherer  stumm  ge¬ 
wesen  und  hat  seinen  mund 
nye  auffgethon.  Noch  ist  er 
von  der  angst  und  dem  recht 
genomen  und  jm  kompt  sein 
plag  von  der  schalckhait 
meines  volcks.  Er  hat  jm 
die  gottlosen  fur  sein 
begrabnis  und  die  reychen 
fur  seinen  tod  gegeben  da- 
umb  das  er  sich  kaines  raubs 
gebraucht  unnd  in  seinem 
mund  kain  betrug  gewesen  ist. 
Aber  der  HERR  hett  lust  jn 
mit  kranckhait  zu  schlahen 
und  so  er  sein  seel  zu  ainem 
schuldopfer  gibt  wirdt  er 
ainen  somen  saen  und  lang 
leben  und  den  willen  des 
HERRN  wirdt  jn  gelingen. 

Er  wirdt  sein  aigne  arbeit 
saen  und  satt  werden.  Mein 
gerechter  knecht  wirt  mit 
seinen  kunst  vilen  gerech- 
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tigkait  schaffen  und  er  wirdt 
jre  missthat  tragen  darumb 
will  ich  jm  tail  geben  mit 
vilen  unnd  rnit  dem 
starcken  wirdt  er  die  beyt 
ausstailen  derwegen  das  er 
sein  leben  zum  tod  aussge- 
schutt  hat  unnd  zu  den 
bosswichten  bezelt  ist. 

Dann  er  viler  sund  auf  sich 
genomen  und  die  boss- 
wichtigen  hat  er  vertretten. 


Note  division  of  chapters.  L  begins  the  chapter  here. 

Vs  13.  yskyl:  L  kluglich  fahren ,  H  verslandig  (Heb  is  hiphil).  L  takes 
wgbfy  hoch  as  an  adj.;  H  as  a  noun.  May  have  been  influenced  by 
the  LXX. 

Vs  14.  §mmw:  L  argern ,  bebend,  zittern ;  H  verwundern.  kn:  L  weil,  H  also, 
mshh:  “disfigurement,”  H  verb  aussehen ,  Vulg  inglorius .  m'y§:  L 
den  ander  leulte ,  H  nyemand  gleicht  LXX  anthropon ,  Vulg  inter 
viros .  mr’^w:  L  gestalt ,  H  angesicht ,  LXX  eidos ,  Vulg  aspectus. 
wtarw :  L  ansehen ,  H  gestalt ,  LXX  doxa,  Vulg  forma .  m&ny  ’dm: 
L  menschert  Kinder ,  H  kainem  menschen.  LXX  apo  anthropon , 
Vulg  /i/f  os  hominum . 

Vs  15.  fai:  L  aber  also ,  H  dargegen ,  LXX  ou/os,  Vulg  is/e.  spr:  L  gehort 
haben ,  H  verkundigel.  r'w:  L  werden  mi/  /us/  se/ie/7,  H  werden  es 
sehen .  htbwnnw:  L  merken ,  H  sezn  annemen,  LXX  sunesousi,  Vulg 
contemplati. 

Vs  1.  l§m€tnw:  L  predigt  ( Verkundigung),  H  gerucht  ( Hilfgeschrei ),  LXX 
akoe ,  Vulg  audilur.  nglth :  L  offenbart ,  H  geoffnen. 

Vs  2.  kywnq :  L  ras,  H  sc/ioss  ( junger  trieb)  LXX  paidion ,  Vulg  virgultam. 

Vs  3.  £/#d/:  L  umwerdesU  H  verworffnest.  L  seems  to  think  of  the  man 
himself,  whereas  H  seems  to  have  in  mind  the  attitude  of  others. 
L  omits  7/&pn  and  ’t/£.  n&d/i  difference  in  word  order. 

Vs  4.  ’/m:  L  furwar ,  H  warlich ;  LXX  omits;  Vulg  oere.  L  drangheit ,  H 
kranckhaiten ,  LXX  amartias ,  Vulg  languores .  ns*:  L  /rm/,  H  au/jf- 
(/e/iomen,  LXX  phereit  Vulg  /u/i7.  sd/m:  L  /ud  au//*,  H  getragen , 


durch  seine  hand  fortgehen. 
Darumb  das  seine  seele  ge- 
erbeitet  hat  wird  er  seine 
lust  sehen  und  die  voile 
haben.  Und  durch  sein  er- 
kentnis  wird  er  mein  knecht 
der  gerechte  vil  gerecht 
machen.  Denn  er  tregt  yhre 
sunde.  Darumb  wil  ich  yhm 
grosse  menge  zur  beute 
geben  und  er  sol  die  starcken 
zum  raube  haben.  Darumb  das 
er  sein  leben  ynn  den  tod 
gegeben  hat  und  den  ubel- 
thettern  gleich  gerechent 
ist  und  er  viler  sunde  ge¬ 
tragen  hat  und  fur  die 
ubelthetter  gebetten. 


The  Propheten  Obersetzung  and  Luther’s  Isaiah 
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Vulg  porlavit.  ngw':  omitted  by  both  L  and  H.  wm’nh:  L  geschwechl, 
H  genidert,  LXX  kakosei,  Vulg  humiliatum. 

Vs  5.  mpS'nw:  L  missethat  ( schandliche  Tat),  H  bosshailen  ( wertlosigkeit ), 
LXX  anomias,  Vulg  iniquitates.  L  wunden,  H  beylen  (“contusion,” 
“swelling”),  Vulg  livore. 

Vs  6.  ks’n:  L  schaff,  H  ain  schaff,  LXX  and  Vulg  have  plural,  pnynwi 
L  sihe,  H  lug l  ( ausschauen ),  LXX  eplanethe,  Vulg  declinauil. 

Vs  7.  ngS:  L  gestrafft  (“idea  of  punishment”),  H  dargeben,  LXX  keka- 
koslhai  (“maltreat”),  Vulg  oblatus.  Ifbh :  L  schlachtbank,  H  Metz- 
gung. 

Vs  8.  wmmSpt:  L  gerichl,  H  recht  (MHG  for  Gerichl),  LXX  krisis,  Vulg 
iudicio.  dwrw :  L  seines  lebens  tenge,  H  sein  geschlecht,  LXX  ten 
genean,  Vulg  generationem.  mpS L  missethat,  H  schalckhait  (arghait, 
boshait)  Vulg  scelus. 

Vs  9.  wytn:  L  is/,  H  hat  gegeben.  ‘ Syr :  L  ein  reicher,  H  die  reychen,  LXX 
plousious,  Vulg  divilem.  bmtyn :  L  gestorben,  H  fur  seinen  tod,  LXX 
and  Vulg  agree  with  H.  ftms:  L  niemand  unrechi  getan  hat,  H  darumb 
das  er  sich  kaines  raubs  gebrauch,  LXX  oti  anomian  ouk  epoiesen, 
Vulg  iniqitalem  non  feceril. 

Vs  10.  np&w.  L  leben,  H  seel,  LXX  psuche,  Vulg  animam  suam.  yr’h:  L 
haben,  H  sehen,  LXX  and  Vulg  agree  with  H. 

Vs  11.  bd'tw:  L  erkenntnis,  H  kunst,  Vulg  scienlia. 

Vs  12.  ’hlq:  ist,  L  zur  Beute  geben,  H  teil  geben,  LXX  klerononxesei,  Vulg 
disperlian.  2nd.  L  haben,  H  austailen,  LXX  meriei,  Vulg  dividel. 
h'rh:  L  gegeben  hat,  H  aussgeschull,  LXX  paredolhe,  Vulg  hadidit 
(“to  give  oneself  up”),  ypgy L  gebetten,  H  verlretten,  LXX  pare¬ 
dolhe,  Vulg  rogavit. 

Both  Luther  and  Haetzer  produced  good,  though  not  identical,  trans¬ 
lations.  The  former  is  from  a  background  of  a  Middle  Eastern  dialect,  and 
the  latter  from  the  Allemanic  High  German.  They  differ  in  vocabulary, 
but  one  must  remember  that  when  they  were  intended  for  South  Germany 
or  Switzerland,  the  first  printings  of  Luther’s  translations  were  always 
provided  with  a  glossary  of  Middle  German  terms  and  their  equivalents. 
Both  translations  are  from  the  Hebrew,  although  there  are  indications  that 
the  texts  used  differed  at  several  places  both  from  each  other  and  from  the 
text  we  have  today. 

As  to  the  translations  themselves,  Haetzer’s  seems  to  be  more  concrete, 
with  strong  rhythm,  and  with  structure  that  mirrors  the  parallelism  of  the 
Hebrew  text,  though  admittedly  the  language  is  more  archaic  and  perhaps 
academic.  On  the  other  hand,  Luther’s  translation  is  more  abstract,  has 
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no  such  vigorous  rhythm,  and  is  what  Luther  intended  it  to  be — expressed 
in  the  language  of  the  marketplace. 

Both  take  liberties  with  the  Hebrew  text,  and  seem  more  interested  in 
content  than  in  literal  fidelity  to  words. 

One  intriguing  problem  is  that  of  the  definite  versus  the  indefinite  article 
or  demonstrative.  No  stable  pattern  appears.  Sometimes  Haetzer  used 
the  indefinite,  and  Luther  the  definite;  sometimes  the  reverse  is  true.  I 
believe  there  are  three  possible  explanations.  One,  we  may  assume  that  their 
knowledge  of  the  Hebrew  language  was  rather  meager,  and  the  irregularity 
is  therefore  to  be  explained  as  due  to  their  lack  of  knowledge.  Two,  it  is 
a  deliberate  mistranslation  on  christological  grounds.  Three,  the  reason  is 
to  be  found  in  the  use  of  der  and  ein  in  the  Middle  High  German  and  the 
New  High  German  periods. 

Since  there  is  no  definite  pattern,  it  cannot  be  the  first.  The  second  must 
be  eliminated,  because  it  is  not  always  the  same  one  using  the  definite  rather 
than  the  indefinite.  The  third  seems  to  be  the  most  likely  explanation. 

What  shall  we  say  about  the  hypothesis  we  started  to  investigate?  In 
the  texts  studied,  we  have  seen  that  both  men  have  presented  credible  trans¬ 
lations  of  the  Hebrew  text.  There  have  been  times  when  we  may  have  felt 
that  one  or  the  other  presented  eisegetic  paraphrase  rather  than  a  trans¬ 
lation — but  both  do  this,  and  there  is  no  consistent  pattern.  Consequently, 
we  are  compelled  to  reject  the  thesis  which  we  have  investigated. 

It  was  unfortunate  that  Luther’s  translation  so  overshadowed  Haetzer’s 
that  the  latter’s  is  so  little  known.  It  deserves  more — it  is  a  good  piece  of 
work. 


Notes 
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Ecological  Notes  from  the 
Old  Testament 


The  1970s  bid  well  to  become  the  decade  of  ecological  and  en¬ 
vironmental  concern.  The  opening  year  of  the  decade  offered  ample  evidence 
that  the  nation  and  the  world  are  becoming  obsessed  with  the  problem  that 
concerns  all:  how  to  preserve  the  earth’s  natural  resources.  The  dangers  of 
DDT,  mercury,  oil,  nuclear  radiation  are  being  recognized  by  industry  and 
government  throughout  the  Americas,  Eurasia,  and  Africa.  The  craving 
for  pure  water,  clean  air,  and  good  soil  is  common  to  all  the  peoples  of  the 
“civilized”  world.  And  there  is  evidence  that  the  longing  for  rivers  and  lakes, 
forests  and  fields,  mountains  and  skies  that  are  free  from  man-made  pol¬ 
lutants  will  intensify  as  the  decade  advances.  State  and  local  communities 
are  resolved  to  resist  with  greater  tenacity  the  march  of  industrial  progress 
which  threatens  to  deplete  more  and  more  of  their  natural  beauty.1 

The  Sacred  Scriptures,  especially  the  Old  Testament,  have  some  significant 
references  to  ecology  and  environment  which  may  be  useful  in  arriving  at 
solutions  for  our  contemporary  problems.  Throughout  the  Old  Testament, 
man  is  given  such  a  position  of  authority  over  the  entire  natural  world  that 
one  might  almost  be  inclined  to  say  that  there  is  a  tendency  to  underestimate 
the  importance  of  the  earth’s  natural  resources.  For  example,  God  made 
man  in  his  own  image  and  likeness,  so  that  he  might  rule  the  fish  and  the 
birds,  the  cattle  and  wild  animals,  and  all  the  reptiles  (cf  Ps  8:  5-8).  But 
men  took  advantage  of  their  divine-like  status  and  exploited  their  unique 
position.  They  made  themselves  selfish  lords  over  the  entire  creature  world. 
They  set  out  to  extract  from  it  everything  that  would  benefit  them.  God 
gave  them  light  (Ps  118:  27;  36:  9).  But  men  have  so  abused  this  gift  of 
God  that  the  light  is  all  but  shut  out,  and  men  are  constrained  to  walk 
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through  a  valley  that  is  as  dark  as  death  itself  (cf  Ps  23:  4).  God  gave 
men  the  pure  sky  (Ps  19:  1).  But  men  have  so  saturated  the  atmosphere 
with  their  putrid  gaseous  products  that  the  earth  is  practically  enveloped 
by  a  vast  blanket  of  smog.  God  gave  men  the  oceans,  with  their  great  whales 
and  other  varieties  of  marine  life  (Ps  104:  25-26).  But  men  have  so  exploited 
and  polluted  the  seas  that  many  varieties  of  sea  life  are  in  danger  of  becom¬ 
ing  extinct.  At  creation,  God  filled  the  earth  with  beautiful  sounds  when  the 
morning  stars  sang  together  and  all  the  sons  of  God  shouted  for  joy  (Job 
38:  7).  But  men  filled  the  earth  with  a  cacophany  of  jets,  SSTs,  and  industrial 
din  and  reduced  it  to  a  screeching  pandemonium.2 

As  a  sampling  of  what  the  Old  Testament  has  to  say  concerning  ecology, 
the  present  study  will  survey  the  Psalter,  the  Deuteronomic  Corpus,  Wisdom 
Literature,  and  some  of  the  Prophets,  with  an  eye  on  environment.  Both 
parts  of  the  paper  will  have  to  do  with  relationships,  first  the  relationship 
between  Yahweh  and  the  earth,  then  the  relationship  between  the  people 
and  the  land.  In  the  brief  conclusion,  attention  will  be  called  to  the  need 
for  action  in  all  areas  of  ecological  concern. 

Yahweh  and  the  Earth,  or  God’s  Gift  to  Man 

That  the  universe  belongs  to  God  is  a  basic  affirmation  of  the  Old  Testament. 
In  a  number  of  poetic  sections,  Yahweh  himself  makes  this  claim.  He  asks 
Job,  for  example,  in  the  whirlwind  vision,  whether  Job  was  there  when 
Yahweh  laid  the  foundation  of  the  earth  (Job  38:  4).  In  the  same  vision, 
Yahweh  asks  Job  caustically  who  it  was  that  shut  in  the  sea  with  doors 
when  it  burst  forth  out  of  the  womb,  who  it  was  that  made  clouds  the  gar¬ 
ments  of  the  sea,  and  who  wrapped  the  sea  with  thick  darkness  as  its 
swaddling  band  (Job  38:  8-9).  In  a  prophetic  Psalm  that  takes  issue  with 
sacrificial  rites,  Yahweh  makes  the  blunt  claim  that  every  beast  of  the 
forest  belongs  to  him,  also  the  cattle  on  a  thousand  hills;  He  is  familiar  with 
all  the  birds  of  the  air,  and  everything  that  moves  out  in  the  field  belongs 
to  him  (Ps  50:  10-11). 

THE  UNIVERSE  IS  GOD’S 

In  one  form  of  response,  man  acknowledges  reverently  that  the  universe  is, 
indeed,  God’s  own.  The  psalmist  addresses  Yahweh,  and  affirms  that  the 
heavens  belong  to  him,  the  earth  also  is  his,  everything  in  the  world  is  His, 
because  he  has  founded  the  universe  (Ps  89:  11).  Both  the  prelude  and  the 
postlude  of  Psalm  8  echo  the  praises  of  Yahweh:  “Oh  Yahweh,  our  Lord, 
how  majestic  is  Thy  name  in  all  the  earth  !”  (Ps  8:  1,  9).  One  poet  acknowl¬ 
edges  Yahweh’s  lordship  in  the  brief  comment  that  with  him  is  found  the 
fountain  of  life  (Ps  36:  9). 
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In  another  type  of  response,  men  acknowledge  to  one  another  and  to  their 
fellow  creatures  that  the  earth  belongs  to  Yahweh.  Through  countless  gener¬ 
ations  men  have  been  saying  to  one  another,  “The  earth  is  the  Lord’s  and 
the  fullness  thereof,  the  world  and  those  who  dwell  therein”  (Ps  24:  1;  50: 
12).  Music  lovers  are  fond  of  hearing  Haydn’s  creation  motif  echo  in  their 
ears,  “The  heavens  declare  the  glory  of  God  and  the  firmament  showeth 
His  handiwork”  (Ps  19:  1).  In  a  spirit  of  loyalty  and  devotion,  Deuteronomy 
has  Moses  remind  his  people  that  the  heaven  of  heavens  belongs  to  Yahweh 
their  God,  along  with  the  earth  and  all  that  is  in  it  (Deut  10:  14).  In  the 
only  passage  in  the  Joban  dialogue  (i.e.,  chs.  3-31)  which  uses  the  name 
Yahweh,  Job  urges  his  friends  to  turn  to  the  beasts  and  the  birds,  to  the 
plants  and  the  fish  for  an  acknowledgment  that  it  is  the  hand  of  Yahweh 
which  has  given  life  and  breath  to  every  living  thing  (Job  12:  7-10).  The 
above  examples  show  that,  for  the  Old  Testament,  it  is  widely  assumed  and 
generally  recognized  that  the  universe  with  all  its  resources  belongs  to 
Yahweh. 


GOD  ENTRUSTED  THE  CARE  OF  THE  UNIVERSE  TO  MAN 

What  does  the  poet  mean  when  he  observes  that  the  heavens  belong  to 
Yahweh,  but  that  he  has  turned  over  the  earth  to  the  sons  of  men  (Ps  115: 
16)?  A  literalist  might  be  inclined  to  argue  that  this  text  speaks  against 
the  space  efforts  of  the  USSR  and  the  USA,  because  the  heavens  are  Yah- 
weh’s  area  of  control  and  man  has  no  business  there.  But  it  must  be  noted 
that  this  psalmist  shared  the  world  view  of  his  day — namely,  that  Yahweh 
resides  in  the  heavens,  living  men  inhabit  the  earth,  and  dead  men  find 
their  place  of  residence  in  Sheol.  The  text  is  intended  to  say  simply  that 
while  Yahweh  resides  in  the  heavens,  the  earth  with  its  resources  is  his 
gift  to  men  to  be  administered  responsibly  by  them.  Such  a  turning  over 
of  the  earth  to  the  sons  of  men  is  also  implicit  in  the  priestly  concept  of  the 
image  of  God  in  Gen  1:  26  as  well  as  in  the  truck  garden  ecology  of  the 
Yahwist  in  Gen  2:  8,  15.3 

The  picture  of  man  as  God’s  viceroy  on  earth  has  been  taken  up  especially 
in  a  number  of  creation  hymns  in  the  Psalter.  In  his  amazement  that  Yah¬ 
weh  pays  any  attention  to  man  and  that  he  cares  about  him  at  all,  the 
author  of  Psalm  8  can  say:  “Yet  Thou  hast  made  him  little  less  than  God  .  .  .  . 
Thou  hast  given  him  dominion  over  the  works  ol  Thy  hands;  Thou  hast  put 
all  things  under  his  feet,  all  sheep  and  oxen,  and  also  the  beasts  of  the  field, 
the  birds  of  the  air,  and  the  fish  of  the  sea”  (Ps  8:  4-8).  In  another  creation 
tribute,  the  Song  of  the  Seven  Wonders,  the  poet  praises  his  God  for  putting 
at  man’s  disposal  the  sky,  the  earth,  the  water,  the  produce,  the  sun  and 
moon,  and  the  sea;  above  all,  Yahweh  has  bestowed  upon  man  the  gift  of 
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life  itself  (Ps  104:  1-30).  In  typical  Gunkelian  terms,  the  earth  is  like  one 
vast  farmyard,  over  which  Farmer  Yahweh  presides:  when  Yahweh  exhales, 
the  entire  creature  world,  including  man,  comes  to  life  (Ps  104:  30);  when 
Yahweh  inhales,  all  creatures  breathe  their  last  and  return  to  the  dust 
whence  they  came  (Ps  104:  29). 

Yahweh  not  only  turned  the  earth  over  to  man,  he  also  made,  and  still 
makes,  rich  provision  for  man’s  well-being  on  the  earth.  He  continually 
visits  the  earth,  and  greatly  enriches  it,  crowning  each  year  with  his  wonder¬ 
ful  bounty  (Ps  65:  9-11).  He  gives  directions  to  the  skies  above,  and  opens 
the  doors  of  heaven  as  a  blessing  for  man  (Ps  78:  23)*  Like  the  great  river 
at  the  end  of  time,  the  rivers  and  streams  on  the  earth  are  there  to  gladden 
the  people  of  God  (Ps  46:  4).  Even  such  a  gift  as  sound,  sustaining  sleep 
comes  from  God  as  regularly  as  day  and  night  (Ps  3:  5;  4:  8).  In  the  light 
of  such  assurances,  man  should,  indeed,  be  inclined  to  say,  “God  is  in  His 
heaven,  all  must  be  well  among  the  sons  of  men  on  earth!” 

MAN  DESPOILED  THE  UNIVERSE 

If,  as  Elihu  argued,  “God  teaches  us  (men)  more  than  the  beasts  of  the  earth, 
and  makes  us  wiser  than  the  birds  of  the  air”  (Job  35:  11),  then  one  might 
be  justified  in  affirming  with  the  closing  sentence  of  the  last  paragraph  that 
all  ought  to  be  well  with  man  on  earth.  Unfortunately,  however,  such 
optimism  is  unwarranted.  One  of  the  poets  is  quick  to  point  out  the  mess 
that  man  has  made  of  God’s  earth.  He  observes,  “But  man  who  is  of  the 
earth  strikes  terror  in  it”  (Ps  10:  18).  Those  words  summarize  all  that  the 
Old  Testament  has  to  say  about  the  ecological  abuses  of  homo  sapiens. 
One  can  find  many  similar  references  to  the  corruption  of  men  whose  portion 
in  life  is  of  the  world  (Ps  17:  14).  The  wisdom  poet  of  Ps  14:  1  calls  them  im¬ 
pious  fools  who  are  incapable  of  doing  any  good.  The  many  outbreaks  of 
man-made  terror  on  earth  moved  the  pious  poets  to  raise  their  voices  in 
righteous  lament.  When  the  foundations  of  society  (and  these  include  its 
ecological  conscience)  are  destroyed,  what  are  the  righteous  to  do  (Ps  11: 
3)  ?  The  righteous  protest  that  help  is  needed,  because  the  godly  are  gone, 
the  faithful  have  disappeared  (Ps  12:  1).  There  are  cries  of  distress  out  in 
the  streets  (Ps  144:  14).  In  Deborah’s  day,  terror  inflicted  by  men  was  so 
bad  on  the  earth  that  caravans  had  stopped  functioning,  travelers  had 
taken  to  byways,  and  the  peasantry  had  ceased  (Judg  5:  6,  7).  What  timely 
tips  for  exposing  the  terror  that  is  man  in  its  modern  form  I 

The  reign  of  terror  caused  by  human  corruption  was  bound  to  have*  a 
destructive  effect  upon  all  nature.  When  the  psalmist,  for  example,  speaks 
of  the  wearing  out  of  the  heavens  and  the  earth  like  a  garment  (Ps  102: 
26),  that  may  be  applied,  at  least  in  part,  to  what  earthy  man  has  done  to 
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the  heavens  and  the  earth.  Yahweh  created  the  “great  wide  teeming  sea” 
(Ps  104:  25),  but  what  happened  when  some  of  the  corrupt  terror-striking 
men  went  down  to  the  sea  in  ships  doing  their  business  (Ps  107:  23)?  Yah¬ 
weh  formed  Leviathan  to  sport  in  the  great  wide  sea  or  for  Yahweh  to  play 
with  as  his  beach  ball  (Ps  104:  26).  But  what  happened  to  Leviathan  and 
the  sea  monsters?  Recent  reports  speak  of  a  fearful  decline  in  the  whale 
population  of  the  world’s  oceans,  the  results  of  decades  of  overfishing. 
Although  the  International  Whaling  Commission  set  annual  quotas  of  whales 
for  its  twelve  member  nations,  the  established  quotas  are  too  large — and, 
even  so,  are  scarcely  enforced.  Fortunately,  our  own  Interior  Department 
has  prohibited  the  import  into  the  United  States  of  oil  from  any  of  the 
chiefly  threatened  species  of  whales.  Since  the  United  States  uses  a  quarter 
of  the  world  production  of  whale  oil,  the  restriction  may  help  to  alleviate 
the  problem,  and  whales  may  begin  to  increase.4  Recently,  something  like 
a  million  gallons  of  fuel  oil  were  spewed  into  the  waters  of  San  Francisco 
Bay  as  the  result  of  a  collision  of  two  tankers  in  the  area  of  the  Golden  Gate 
Bridge,  spelling  fearful  disaster  for  marine  life.  During  the  same  week, 
New  Haven’s  harbor,  on  the  east  coast,  was  contaminated  by  a  lesser  dose 
of  lethal  diesel  oil.8 

There  were  still  great  stands  of  cedar  for  Yahweh’s  voice  to  shatter  in 
Lebanon  at  the  time  of  the  Thunder  Psalm  (29:  5).  But  where  have  all  the 
cedars  gone  ?  Destruction-dealing  people  had  to  be  asked  whether  the  trees 
were  men,  that  they  were  being  besieged  (Deut  20:  19)?  Ephraim  and 
Manasseh  were  bidden  to  clear  the  forested  hill  country  of  Palestine  and 
thus  to  deforest  it  (Josh  17:  15,  18).  At  the  time  of  the  Covenant  Code, 
men  grasping  to  exploit  nature  had  to  be  forbidden  to  stew  the  flesh  of  a 
kid  in  its  own  mother’s  milk  (Ex  23:  19;  cf  Deut  14:  21).  It  was  also  ruled 
that  either  the  mother  bird  sitting  on  eggs  or  the  baby  birds  that  she  had 
hatched  needed  to  be  released,  so  that  grasping  humanity  might  not  take 
both  mother  and  young  (Deut  22:  6-7).  By  the  very  command  of  Yahweh, 
the  invading  Hebrews  hamstrung  the  horses  of  the  enemy  at  Merom,  cruel 
and  inhumane  as  that  was  (Josh  11:6,  9).  Because  of  human  abuses,  the 
sheep  may  long  in  vain  for  the  green  pastures  and  the  still  waters,  with 
which  the  shepherd  renews  their  lives  (Ps  23:  2).  At  the  time  of  the  Thunder 
Psalm,  there  were  still  enough  deer  in  Palestine  for  them  to  be  intimidated 
by  the  thunderstorm  (Ps  29:  9).  But  what  has  happened  to  all  the  panting 
hinds  ? 

Terror  strikes  at  its  worst  when  man  becomes  inhumane  toward  man  him¬ 
self.  Sensitive  souls  are  still  shocked  that,  by  the  command  of  Yahweh 
himself,  the  men,  women,  and  children  of  Sihon  and  Og  east  of  Jordan 
were  destroyed  at  the  hands  of  the  invading  Hebrews  (Deut  2:  34-35;  3: 
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6-7).  Similar  examples  of  the  practice  of  herem  occur  at  various  points  in 
Israel’s  early  history.  The  peace-loving  poet  of  Ps  120:  4-7  could  cry  out 
that  when  he  favors  peace,  the  opponents  are  for  war;  he  is  even  con¬ 
strained  to  compare  their  sharp  tongues  to  the  broom  tree  that  burns  with 
such  intensive  fire.  Was  man  ever  more  alienated  from  his  fellows  than 
that  poet  who  cried  out  in  deep  dejection,  “I  have  passed  out  of  mind  like 
one  who  is  dead”  (Ps  31 :  12),  or  than  that  most  lonely  of  all  souls  in  the  psal¬ 
ter,  who  said,  “No  man  cared  for  my  soul”  (Ps  142:  4)?  Job  charged  his 
brethren  with  being  as  treacherous  as  a  torrent  bed,  as  freshets  that  pass 
away  (Job  6:  15;  cf  Jer  15:  18).  In  the  presence  of  his  friends,  Job  also  in¬ 
sisted  that  anyone  who  denies  kindness  to  a  friend  has  actually  given  up 
the  fear  of  God  (Job  6:  14).  When  Jael  violated  the  basic  code  of  desert 
hospitality  by  pinning  Sisera’s  head  to  the  ground  within  the  sacred  precincts 
of  her  own  tent  (Judg  4:  21),  it  is  small  wonder  that  the  Deuteronomic 
historian  would  say  of  the  times  before  the  monarchy  that  “everyone  did 
as  he  pleased”  (Judg  17:  6).  The  sensitive  ecologist  has  a  question  to  raise 
even  about  nature’s  cruelty  to  nature.  When  the  lions  pray  for  prey  in 
Ps  104:  . 21,  one  certainly  must  ask  whether  the  terror-stricken  victims  of 
the  lion  are  not  subjected  to  great  suffering?  The  biological  scientists  may 
counter  that  only  the  fittest  survive,  but  that  still  does  not  justify  the 
suffering  that  is  caused  when  nature  terrorizes  nature. 

In  the  light  of  man’s  abuse  of  the  heritage  entrusted  to  him  by  God,  it 
is  understandable  that  Pascal  describes  man  as  a  chaoslike  monster,  because 
this  greatest  of  God’s  creatures  cannot  overcome  evil  within  himself.  Man’s 
lordship  over  nature  has  so  deteriorated  that  he  has  become  little  more  than 
a  ruthless  tyrant.  Being  like  God  is  only  a  small  step  from  aspiring  to  be 
God  and  thus  upsetting  the  entire  creator-creature  relationship  between 
God  and  the  earth.  In  his  relationship  to  nature,  man  is,  indeed,  as  powerful 
as  God  himself;  but  in  his  own  microcosm,  he  falls  far  short  of  demeaning 
himself  as  God  does.6 

The  People  and  the  Land,  or  Yahweh’s  Gift  to  Israel 

Although  earth  and  land  are  not  distinguishable  in  the  Hebrew  word  yeres , 
there  is  ample  reason  to  point  out  the  distinction  between  them  theologically 
and  ecologically.  Even  as  God  entrusted  his  earth  to  mankind  so  that  man 
might  be  his  caretaker,  so  the  land  of  promise  was  Yahweh’s  gift  to  his 
people  Israel  as  far  back  as  the  original  promise  to  Abraham  in  Gen  12.  The 
land  plays  an  important  role  in  Israel’s  ancient  narrative  sources,  but  it 
comes  into  full  flower  and  prominence  in  Deuteronomy  and  the  Deuter¬ 
onomic  History.  It  is  there  that  the  basic  ecological  concern  for  the  land  is 
to  be  sought.  As  above,  we  shall  therefore  occupy  ourselves,  first,  with 
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Yahweh’s  gift  of  the  land  to  his  people,  then,  with  his  exhortation  to  the 
people  not  to  forget  him  when  they  have  settled  in  the  land,  and,  finally, 
with  his  urgent  exhortation  to  them  to  take  care  of  the  land  which  will  be 
in  their  charge. 

YAHWEH  GAVE  ISRAEL  THE  LAND  OF  PROMISE 

In  the  opening  chapter  of  Deuteronomy,  Yahweh  took  up  the  ancient 
promise  given  to  Abraham,  Isaac,  and  Jacob,  and  bade  his  people  to  receive 
their  inheritance.  He  set  the  land  before  them;  they  were  to  go  in  and  take 
it:  both  the  hill  country  and  the  Arabah,  the  Negeb  as  well  as  the  sea  coast 
(Deut  1:  6-8).  This  was  the  land  described  elsewhere  in  the  Old  Testament 
as  extending  from  Dan  in  the  north  to  Beersheba  in  the  south  or,  in  its  wider 
dimensions,  the  land  stretching  from  the  River  Euphrates  to  the  Wadi 
Arish  on  the  Egyptian  border.  Poets  and  Prophets  were  fond  of  comparing 
this  land  to  a  luxurious  grapevine  or  to  a  choice  vineyard.  The  psalmist, 
for  instance,  paid  tribute  to  Yahweh,  who  brought  a  grapevine  out  of  Egypt, 
made  it  take  deep  root  and  fill  the  land  of  promise,  its  branches  extending 
all  the  way  to  the  sea  and  the  river  (Ps  80:  8-11).  Isaiah  included  in  his  mes¬ 
sage  an  ancient  love  song  concerning  Yahweh  and  his  vineyard.  Yahweh 
planted  his  vineyard  on  a  verdant  hill,  cultivated  it,  and  cleared  it  of  all 
foreign  objects.  He  planted  only  choice  vines  in  it,  and  built  a  watchtower 
in  its  midst.  He  even  carved  out  a  wine  vat  for  the  processing  of  the  grapes 
(Is  5:  1-2). 

The  gift  of  the  land  was  accompanied  by  Yahweh’s  promise  to  make  ample 
provision  for  his  people’s  well-being.  Deuteronomy  made  much  of  the  fact 
that  in  Egypt,  the  Israelites  watered  the  ground  with  their  feet  (as  one  can 
still  readily  see  it  done  on  the  banks  of  the  Nile  today),  but  in  Canaan,  the 
land  of  Yahweh’s  people  was  able  to  drink  water  by  the  rain  of  heaven  (Deut 
11:  10,  11).  During  historical  times,  the  climatic  conditions  of  Palestine 
did  not  change.  Yahweh  continued  to  give  the  early  and  the  late  rains,  and 
the  staple  products  remained  the  same:  corn,  wine,  and  oil  (Deut  11:  14). 
When  the  land,  for  example,  became  weary,  Yahweh  refreshed  it  with  rain 
(Ps  68:  9).  Even  as  Yahweh  had  been  favorable  to  his  land  in  the  past 
(Ps  85:  1),  so  he  would  continue  to  give  what  was  good,  and  the  land  would 
yield  its  increase  for  his  people  (Ps  85:  12).  Who,  if  not  Yahweh,  could  tilt 
the  water  skins  of  the  heavens  for  the  benefit  of  the  land  (Job  38:  37)? 
Even  as  the  sea  fled,  the  Jordan  turned  back,  Sinai  skipped,  and  the  rock 
became  a  water  pool  for  Israel’s  benefit  (Ps  114),  so  the  seas  and  rivers,  the 
mountains  and  the  rocks  would  continue  to  respond  to  the  God  of  Jacob 
and  bring  blessing  to  his  people. 
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Of  special  ecological  significance  are  the  scattered  references  to  winter 
precipitation.  The  psalmist  rejoiced  that  Yahweh  provided  snow  like  wool, 
spread  out  hoarfrost  like  ashes,  tossed  out  ice  like  morsels  (Ps  147:  16,  17). 
In  Elihu’s  classic  “Lord  of  the  Seasons”  speech,  Yahweh  gave  orders  to  the 
snow  to  drop  gently  to  the  earth;  it  was  the  breath  of  God  whereby  ice  was 
given  and  whereby  the  wide-open  waters  were  frozen  over  (Job  37:  6,  10). 
It  should  be  noted  in  this  connection  that  snow  has  always  been  the  “poor 
man’s  fertilizer,”  because  during  and  after  snowfall  it  is  possible  for  the 
nitrogen  which  it  brings  to  soak  into  the  ground  slowly.  On  the  other  hand, 
Yahweh  told  Job  in  the  whirlwind  vision  that  he  had  reserved  the  snow  and 
the  hail  for  the  time  of  trouble,  for  the  day  of  battle  and  war  (Job  38:  22- 
23).  The  ancient  Song  of  Moses  paid  tribute  to  Yahweh  because  he  gave  his 
people  curds  and  milk,  the  finest  wheat,  together  with  the  blood  of  the 
grape  (Deut  32:  14).  It  is  significant  that  the  only  exception  among  the 
recipients  of  land  grants  were  the  Levitical  priests;  they  were  charged  not 
to  take  possession  of  any  portion  of  ground,  because  Yahweh  himself  was 
their  inheritance  (Deut  18:  1-2). 

Yahweh’s  directive  to  his  people  to  go  in  and  take  the  land  was  under¬ 
written  by  the  guarantee  that  he  would  drive  out  the  indigenous  population 
of  Canaan.  Historically,  Israel’s  Lord  did  break  down  the  opposition  of  the 
Canaanites,  but  scholarship  continues  to  wrestle  with  the  question  of  whether 
there  was  an  infiltration,  an  uprising  from  within,  a  gradual  or  a  sudden  take¬ 
over  of  the  land.  According  to  the  suddenly  completed  conquest  tradition, 
the  land  lay  subdued  at  an  early  date  (Josh  18:  1).  Yahweh  gave  rest  to 
Israel  from  all  her  enemies  (Josh  23:  1).  But  on  the  basis  of  the  differing 
tradition  in  Judges,  one  might  ask  whether  it  was  not  the  seven  nations 
who  had  rest  from  Israel.  This  record  states  specifically  that  the  Canaanites 
persisted  in  occupying  the  plain  of  Jezreel.  When  Israel  grew  strong,  they 
put  the  Canaanites  to  forced  labor,  but  did  not  utterly  drive  them  out  (Judg 
1 : 19,  21,  28-33).  The  full  realization  of  the  gift  of  the  land  took  place  some¬ 
where  between  an  initially  successful  thrust  and  a  subsequent  gradual  eli¬ 
mination  of  continuing  opposition  until  the  very  time  of  the  monarchy. 

YAHWEH  EXHORTED  HIS  PEOPLE  NOT  TO  FORGET  HIM 

Successive  warnings  against  forgetfulness  were  given  in  the  early  chapters 
of  Deuteronomy.  When  the  people  had  all  that  they  needed  of  food  and  drink 
in  the  land,  they  were  to  beware  lest  they  forget  Yahweh  their  God  (Deut  6: 
10-12).  After  all  their  physical  needs  had  been  met,  after  they  had  taken  up 
residence  in  the  fine  homes  that  they  had  built,  after  their  flocks  and  herds 
had  increased,  they  were  to  take  care  lest  their  hearts  become  lifted  up  and 
they  forget  Yahweh  their  God  (Deut  8:  11-14).  The  words  of  Yahweh 
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which  his  people  were  to  lay  up  in  their  hearts,  bind  on  their  hands,  and 
write  on  their  doorposts— these  words  referred  primarily  to  the  people’s 
obedience  to  all  Yahweh’s  directives  (Deut  11:  18-19).  But  they  might  also 
be  applied  to  the  manner  in  which  Israel  used  the  gifts  of  the  land  that 
Yahweh  had  bestowed  upon  her. 

There  are  some  examples  which  indicate  that  the  people  took  Yahweh’s 
warning  seriously  and  remembered  it.  For  instance,  at  the  conclusion  of 
Israel’s  most  ancient  credo  (Deut  26:  5-10),  the  individual  Israelite  who  had 
brought  his  gift  to  Yahweh  was  bidden  to  say,  “And  behold,  now  I  bring 
the  first  of  the  fruit  of  the  ground,  which  Thou,  Oh  Lord,  hast  given  me” 
(Deut  26:  10).  Many  a  pious  Israelite  must  have  spoken  these  words  and 
thus  indicated  his  remembrance  of  Yahweh’s  exhortation.  Many  an  Israelite 
must  also  have  joined  in  the  psalmist’s  affirmation  that  he  would  call  to 
mind  the  deeds  of  Yahweh,  that  he  would  remember  his  wonders  of  old, 
that  he  would  meditate  on  all  Yahweh’s  work  and  muse  on  his  mighty 
deeds  (Ps  77:  11-12).  But  the  great  majority  did  succumb  to  forgetfulness, 
as  the  Old  Testament  clearly  indicates.  Their  response  is  described  most 
poignantly  in  the  Song  of  Moses.  Jeshurun,  who  should  have  shown  his 
“straightness”  by  remembering,  rather,  waxed  fat  and  kicked  because  he 
was  so  filled  with  the  abundance  of  honey,  oil,  curds,  wheat,  and  grapes 
provided  by  Yahweh  (Deut  32:  13-15).  Is  there  a  lesson  to  be  learned  here — 
namely,  that  environmental  abuses  are  often  the  worst  in  the  most  prosperous 
countries?  In  one  of  his  great  outbursts  on  the  problem  of  theodicy,  Job 
saw  the  wicked  flourishing  so  contentedly  in  their  families,  in  their  farm¬ 
yards,  on  their  feast  days,  that  they  thought  they  could  do  without  God. 
Job  summarized  their  attitude  in  the  rhetorical  question,  “Behold,  is  not 
their  prosperity  in  their  hand”  (Job  21:  16)?  The  psalmist  too  begged  to 
be  delivered  from  men  “whose  portion  is  of  this  world.”  He  gave  assent  to 
their  being  filled,  but  his  satisfaction  would  be  found  in  seeing  Yahweh’s 
face  (Ps  17:  14-15). 

YAHWEH  URGED  HIS  PEOPLE  TO  TAKE  CARE  OF  THE  LAND 

It  is  again  a  chapter  in  Deuteronomy  that  pinpoints  the  basic  idea.  Yahweh 
said  to  his  people,  “Take  care  that  the  land  be  able  to  support  you,  when 
your  days  and  your  children’s  days  are  multiplied”  (Deut  II:  16-21).  The 
words  “take  care”  call  to  mind  Yahweh’s  directive  to  man  in  the  garden 
that  he  should  “till  it  and  keep  it”  (Gen  2:  15).  These  words  are  also  a 
reminder  of  the  work,  sweat,  and  hard  toil  which  came  to  be  associated 
with  man’s  cultivation  of  the  soil  (Gen  3:  17-19).  Moreover,  in  the  Song 
of  the  Vineyard,  Yahweh  took  great  pains  with  his  grapevine;  the  fact  that 
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it  yielded  bad  grapes  instead  of  good  grapes  indicates  that  Israel  failed  to 
do  her  part  in  taking  care  of  the  land  (Is  5:  2). 

The  words  “take  care,”  however,  must  also  be  understood  in  the  light  of 
another  poet’s  plea  that  the  work  of  our  hands  may  be  established  by 
Yahweh’s  favor  (Ps  90:  17).  And  therein  lies  a  lesson  for  contemporary 
man  and  his  ecological  concerns.  It  may  be  difficult  to  take  care  of  the  land 
so  that  it  may  be  able  to  support  us,  but  we  do  have  the  Lord’s  promise 
that  he  will  bless  the  efforts  of  our  hands.  The  question  is:  Are  we  preserving 
the  pleasant  places  into  which  the  lines  have  fallen  for  us?  Are  we  cherishing 
the  goodly  heritage  that  is  ours  (Ps  16:  6)?  Even  if  many  ecological  foun¬ 
dations  appear  to  be  in  the  process  of  being  destroyed  (Ps  11:  3),  even  if 
those  who  care  about  preserving  a  good  environment  be  few  (Ps  12:  1), 
the  few  have  often  carried  the  day,  even  at  the  expense  of  being  frowned 
upon  and  laughed  at  by  the  great  mass  of  their  contemporaries.  There 
might  even  be  some  basis  for  answering  the  question  of  Ps  15:  “Who  shall 
dwell  on  Thy  holy  hill?”  with  such  a  quasi-ethical  and  highly  ecological 
requirement  as,  “He  who  takes  proper  care  of  the  land,  he  who  preserves 
the  atmosphere,  the  rivers,  and  the  seas  from  pollution  and  contamination 
and  thereby  shows  his  devotion  and  obedience  to  Yahweh.” 

The  words  “that  the  land  be  able  to  support  you”  raise  the  question  of 
pollution  and  related  problems  in  the  Old  Testament.  One  of  the  earliest 
examples  of  pollution  recorded  in  the  biblical  tradition  was  the  action  of 
Moses  performed  by  divine  directive  when  he  turned  the  waters  of  the  Nile 
into  blood  so  that  the  fish  died  (Ex  7:  20-21).  It  is  historically  attested 
that  the  land  of  Egypt  is  unable  to  support  its  inhabitants  if  the  waters  of 
the  Nile  fail.  The  Mosaic  disturbance  of  the  lifeline  of  Egypt  has  its  modern 
counterpart  in  the  recently  dedicated  high  dam  at  Assuan  in  Egypt.  It 
must  of  course  be  granted  that  the  dam  eliminates  the  age-old  phenomenon 
of  high  and  low  waters  with  which  Egypt’s  fortunes  rose  and  fell.  But 
such  elimination  also  introduced  some  serious  ecological  problems.  Backed 
up  behind  the  Assuan  Dam  are  huge  quantities  of  rich  silt  that  used  to 
provide  nourishment  for  marine  life  not  only  in  the  lower  Nile  but  even  in 
the  Mediterranean  itself.  Without  the  annual  spill-over  of  such  alluvial 
silt  on  their  land,  the  farmers  down  river  are  forced  to  use  costly  and  some¬ 
times  questionable  chemical  fertilizers.  Upstream  too,  complications  have 
set  in.  Above  the  dam,  Lake  Nasser  has  been  infested  by  parasite-carrying 
snails  that  constitute  a  serious  health  threat  to  Egypt’s  population.  The 
balance  of  nature  is  being  seriously  jeopardized  by  the  dam  in  yet  another 
way.  With  the  dam  causing  lower  freshwater  levels  near  the  sea,  the  briny 
seawater  is  moving  more  and  more  upstream,  not  only  affecting  marine 
life  but  also  depriving  the  river  of  its  irrigation  potential.  Granted,  Egypt 
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may  no  longer  experience  its  circle  of  seven  fat  and  seven  lean  years  (Gen  41 : 
25-31),  but  it  remains  to  be  seen  whether  the  land  of  the  Nile  will  still  be 
the  bread  basket  which  was  a  haven  for  Palestinians  ever  since  patriarchal 
days  (Gen  12:  10;  42:  1-3).7 

According  to  the  biblical  account,  Moses  never  had  an  opportunity  to 
contaminate  the  streams  of  the  Holy  Land.  Could  he  be  charged  with  pol¬ 
lution,  however,  when  he  cast  the  dust  from  the  golden  calf  into  the  brook 
(Deut  9:  21)?  The  ancient  inhabitants  of  Jericho  feared  that  their  land 
would  be  unable  to  support  them.  Complainingly,  they  said  to  Elisha, 
“The  situation  of  this  city  is  pleasant  ...  but  the  water  is  polluted  and  the 
soil  is  unproductive”  (2  Kings  2:  19).  Their  complaint  finds  its  counterpart 
in  many  a  community  today.  Job  denied  that  he  ever  abused  the  soil, 
stating  under  oath,  “If  my  land  has  cried  out  against  me,  and  its  furrows 
have  wept  together;  if  I  have  eaten  its  yield  without  payment ...  let  thorns 
grow  instead  of  wheat”  (Job  31 : 38-40).  Job  also  recognized  that  overflowing 
rivers  have  a  way  of  washing  away  the  rich  soil  of  the  earth  (Job  14:  19). 
In  his  effort  to  establish  Job’s  guilt,  friend  Bildad  asserted  that  one  does 
not  expect  papyrus  to  grow  where  there  is  no  marsh  and  that  neither  does 
one  expect  reeds  to  flourish  if  there  is  no  water  (Job  8:  11). 

With  the  psalmist,  contemporary  man  is  recognizing  more  and  more  how 
the  panting  of  the  hart  after  the  water  brooks  is  being  intensified  by  the 
rapid  disappearance  of  clear-flowing  streams  (Ps  42:  1).  Jeremiah  may 
have  been  certain  that  the  cold-flowing  streams  from  the  mountains  would 
not  run  dry  (Jer  18:  14).  But  he  did  not  consider  what  men  might  do  to 
stop  such  a  flow.  He  could  not  yet  know  what  Wisdom’s  Song  in  Job  has 
to  say  about  men  mining  silver,  gold,  iron,  and  copper,  about  their  opening 
subterranean  shafts  and  putting  an  end  to  darkness,  about  their  overturning 
mountains  by  the  roots  and  binding  up  streams  to  stop  the  trickle  (Job  28: 
1-4;  9,  11).  Dams  that  stop  the  natural  flow  of  water  can  hurt  nature  just 
as  strip  mines  that  efface  the  beauty  of  the  countryside  and  superhighways 
that  cut  a  standard  swath  through  mountains  and  valleys  (Is  40:  4)  with 
little,  if  any,  concern  for  nature’s  loveliness  that  is  destroyed.  Our  president’s 
ecological  proposals  of  mid-February,  1971,  recognized  that  man  has  not 
known  the  way  to  environmental  wisdom  (Job  28: 12-13)  and  therefore  needs 
something  like  the  Environmental  Protection  Agency  (EPA)  to  arouse  his 
ecological  conscience.  The  president  sought  to  put  teeth  into  the  EPA’s  pro¬ 
gram  by  giving  it  authority  to  levy  fines  of  $25,000  to  $50,000  a  day  against 
industries  that  pollute  the  nation’s  waterways.8  That  sounds  very  much 
like  the  sanctions  imposed  upon  a  recalcitrant  Israel  in  Deut  28. 

The  entire  sacrificial  system  of  the  Old  Testament  as  outlined,  for  example, 
in  Lev  1-7  could  be  subject  to  question  on  ecological  grounds.  A  modern 


432 


Alfred  von  Rohr  Sauer 


environmentalist  would  not  only  think  of  the  huge  numbers  of  animals 
that  needed  to  be  slaughtered  for  these  sacrifices  but  would  also  have 
reservations  about  the  many  sacrificial  fires  that  would  add  seriously  to 
the  pollution  of  the  air.  On  the  other  hand,  there  may  be  some  ecological 
merit  in  the  fact  that  Israel  was  bidden  to  pour  gazelle’s  blood  on  the  ground 
like  water  (Deut  12:  15-16;  15:  23).  The  Old  Testament  recognized  that 
blood  is  life,  and  the  Hebrews  had  ritual  reasons  for  disposing  of  it.  But 
today  it  is  being  recognized  more  and  more  that  blood  meal  qualifies  as 
a  contributor  to  the  soil.  As  a  good  fertilizer,  it  puts  new  life  into  the  earth. 
Job  did  not  want  the  earth  to  cover  his  blood,  because  he  felt  the  blood  would 
testify  to  his  innocence  (Job  16:  18);  but  may  we  not  acknowledge  today 
that  covering  blood  with  earth  may  be  a  direct  benefit  to  the  earth? 

Like  blood,  excrement  is  a  long-established  medium  for  making  the  land 
able  to  support  its  population.  Sanitation  may  not  have  been  the  only 
reason  for  the  regulation  in  Deut  23:  13,  “When  you  squat  outside,  you 
shall  scrape  a  hole  with  it  [a  trowel]  and  then  turn  and  cover  your  excrement” 
(NEB).  The  ground  also  needed  such  fertilization.  It  appears  that  more 
modern  plumbing  facilities  may  have  been  known  to  ancient  Moab.  While 
the  servants  of  King  Eglon  of  Moab  were  waiting  for  him,  they  thought  he 
was  relieving  himself  in  the  cool  of  the  closet  (Judg  3:  24  NEB).  In  our 
cities,  a  few  sewage  disposal  plants  are  doing  a  creditable  job  today  of  treat¬ 
ing  human  excrement  before  it  is  reused  as  fertilizer.  But  far  more  remains 
to  be  done.  Anyone  who  has  worked  on  an  archeological  mound  in  Palestine 
will  recall  the  agony  and  distress  that  are  caused  when  untreated  human 
excrement  is  used  for  fertilization  or  simply  deposited  on  the  side  of  the 
mound.  The  multiplicity  of  germ-carrying  flies  and  the  frequent  bouts  with 
dysentery  caused  by  contaminated  food  and/or  water  have  brought  no  end 
of  discomfort  to  workers  and  travelers  in  the  Near  East.  Finally,  it  should 
not  be  forgotten  that  one  psalmist  even  wished  that  the  corpses  of  his  enemies 
would  become  fertilizer  for  the  earth  because  of  their  aggressive  behavior 
(Ps  83:  10). 

Yahweh’s  directive  in  Deut  11:  21  calls  for  care  of  the  land  “when  your 
days  and  your  children’s  days  are  multiplied.”  That  involves  not  only 
greater  longevity  for  the  Israelites  but  also  an  increase  in  their  population. 
It  also  raises  the  question  of  the  relationship  cf  population  control  and  lim¬ 
ited  parenthood  to  matters  of  environmental  concern  today.  Our  conser¬ 
vationists  are  telling  us  that  more  fertile  soil  and  better  water  distribution 
are  only  part  of  the  solution  of  our  ecological  problems.  The  other  part 
must  be  a  sharp  reduction  in  the  rate  of  growth  of  the  world’s  population. 
In  the  past,  however,  such  population  control  has  run  into  considerable 
opposition  from  churches  which  based  their  objections  on  certain  texts 
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of  Scripture.  Ecclesiastical  opponents  of  planned  parenthood  have  pointed 
to  the  statement  in  Ps  127:  3  that  “sons  are  an  heritage  of  the  Lord,”  to 
the  divine  directive  in  Gen  1:  28  “to  be  fruitful  and  multiply,”  and  to  the 
death  penalty  for  Onan  because  “he  spilled  the  semen  on  the  ground,” 
Gen  38:  9-10,  to  show  that  manipulation  of  the  birth  process  is  contrary 
to  the  Scriptures.  It  is  therefore  to  be  welcomed  that  recently  the  voices 
of  the  church,  with  some  exceptions,  have  been  less  vehement  in  their  op¬ 
position.  It  is  being  recognized  more  and  more  that  the  Scriptures  simply 
do  not  have  anything  to  say  about  limiting  the  number  of  births  in  the  human 
race. 

What  is  to  be  done  to  stop  the  despoiling  of  God’s  good  earth  and  to  make 
sure  that  proper  care  will  be  taken  of  its  resources  ?  The  federal  government’s 
program,  as  outlined  by  the  president  in  February,  1971,  is  certainly  a  major 
step  in  the  right  direction.  Special  taxes  are  to  be  sought  on  such  pollutants 
as  coal  smoke  and  the  exhaust  fumes  from  leaded  gasoline.  Federal  out¬ 
lays  running  into  ten  figures  are  deemed  necessary  to  bring  a  halt  to  water 
pollution  by  municipal  waste-processing  plants.  A  national  policy  for  the 
most  effective  use  of  our  country’s  land  resources  is  being  established,  but 
it  will  need  to  be  implemented  by  effective  action  on  the  part  of  individual 
states.  Pesticides  will  be  more  rigidly  controlled  than  ever  before.  A  great 
number  of  bills  involving  ecological  sins  have  been  submitted  to  the  congress 
for  action.  So  there  are  hopes  that  our  goodly  heritage  may  yet  be  preserved.9 

But  other  nations  must  also  become  involved  in  similar  programs,  as  many 
of  them  are.  And,  above  all,  individual  action  is  also  called  for.  That  is 
what  the  above  tips  in  biblical  ecology  are  intended  to  achieve.  It  will 
therefore  be  well  if  these  directives  drop  down  upon  contemporary  humanity 
as  the  gentle  rain  falls  upon  the  tender  grass  (Deut  32:  2).  If  a  man  has 
no  good  apart  from  God,  if  he  keeps  the  Lord  always  before  him,  then  he 
will  want  to  act  responsibly  to  preserve  the  good  earth  that  God  has  entrusted 
to  him  (Ps  16:  2,  8).  He  will  get  busy  preserving  the  earth’s  rivers,  lest  the 
Lord  turn  them  into  deserts  because  of  man’s  misuse  of  them  (Ps  107:  33- 
34).  Although  his  portion  in  life  may  not  be  of  this  world,  it  is  up  to  him 
while  he  is  in  it  to  help  preserve  that  world,  so  that  the  next  generation  may 
have  a  goodly  heritage  in  it  (Ps  17: 14;  16:  6).  He  still  has  time  to  look  after 
the  vineyard  that  has  been  entrusted  to  him.  If  he  does  not,  he  will  be 
responsible  for  its  being  trampled  down  and  made  a  wasteland  (Is  5:  5-6). 

Moreover,  the  Lord  will  summon  him  as  he  once  summoned  Job:  “I 
will  question  you,  and  you  declare  to  me  I”  (Job  38:  3;  40:  7).  “What  have 
you  done  with  the  Garden  that  I  turned  over  to  you?”  (Gen  3:  13).  “I 
gave  you  a  good  earth !  What  have  you  made  of  it?  I  brought  order  out 
of  chaos  for  you  I  Why  have  you  brought  the  good  earth  back  to  the  brink 
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of  chaos?  I  gave  you  the  birds  and  the  fish,  the  cedars  and  the  lilies! 
But  where  has  all  of  nature  gone?  I  made  you  my  stewards,  I  entrusted 
all  of  creation  to  you  1  You  exploited  my  property,  you  used  up  the  rich 
resources,  you  wasted  all  that  I  gave  you  !  Give  an  account  of  your  steward¬ 
ship  I”  (Lk  16:  2). 
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The  Role  of  Covenant  in  the 
Mission  and  Message  of  Amos 


One  of  the  main  problems  that  traditionally  has  surrounded  the 
assessment  of  the  role  which  covenant  played  in  the  theology  and  preaching 
of  the  prophets  of  Israel  has  been  the  establishment  of  how  much  of  the 
religious  tradition  of  the  Bible  was  made  or  developed  by  them  and  how 
much  of  it  was  preexistent  and  was  simply  transmitted  by  these  divinely 
appointed  spokesmen. 

In  the  past,  some  biblical  scholars  asserted  that  the  prophets  were  the 
principal  architects  of  Israel’s  faith.1  They  held  that  it  was  the  prophets 
who  originated,  rather  than  passed  on,  some  of  the  great  theological-ethical 
cornerstones  of  Israel’s  religious  system.2  The  prophets,  said  they,  took  the 
crude  raw  material  of  a  nomadic,  or  seminomadic,  primitive  religion,  and 
through  their  personal  experience  and  insight,  individual  genius,  and  divine 
inspiration,  shaped  the  faith  of  Israel  into  a  sophisticated  and  highly  ethical 
moral-religious  system.3 

The  moral-covenant  concept  was,  some  scholars  asserted,  one  of  these 
ideas  originated  by  the  prophets.  Covenant  was  too  highly  complex  and 
sophisticated  a  concept  to  have  come  from  the  desert.4  The  great  national 
covenants  of  the  Pentateuch  came  into  Israelite  life  only  after  the  prophets 
had  laid  the  groundwork  for  them.5  Hence,  to  look  for  any  well-developed, 
and  centrally  crucial,  covenant  theology  in  any  prophet  earlier  than  Jeremiah 
was  to  read  back  into  that  material  ideas  that  could  not  have  been  there 
originally.6 

This  assigning  to  the  prophets  of  the  role  of  innovator  has  been  carried 
over,  to  some  extent,  to  the  present  day.  C.  F.  Whitely7  and  J.  Jocz,8  as 
late  as  the  present  decade,  still  support  such  views.  Yet  much  of  the  more 
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recent  research  done  by  biblical  and  Near  Eastern  scholars,  and  evidence 
turned  up  by  archeologists  have  tended  to  temper  the  innovative  role  once 
assigned  to  the  nby'ym .9  New  texts  from  many  ancient  and  allied  cultures 
and  the  decipherment  of  languages  far  predating  the  founding  of  the  Israelite 
nation  have  shown  that  many  of  the  ideas  assigned  late  dates  because  of 
their  complexity  actually  were  ancient  by  the  time  Abram  left  Ur.10 

As  is  well  known,  treaty-covenant  texts  were  found  to  be  in  use  in  the 
Near  East  before  the  twentieth  century  b.c.  Cultures  with  which  the  Isra¬ 
elites  had  to  have  had,  and  were  shown  to  have  had,  contact  used  covenant 
concepts,  forms,  and  formulations  which,  in  some  cases,  are  almost  identical 
to  those  contained  in  the  national  covenants  of  the  Pentateuch.  Moreover, 
it  has  been  demonstrated  that  these  concepts,  forms,  and  formulations  were 
reflected,  to  varying  degrees  and  with  various  emendations,  in  each  of  the 
Israelite  covenant  documents,  including  those  covenantal  texts  that  may 
be  assigned  Mosaic  dates.  Hence,  while  the  prophetic  genius  may  have  had 
much  to  do  with  the  sharpening  of  the  religious  consciousness  of  Israel’s 
covenantal  responsibilities,  it  seems  probable  now  that  even  the  earliest  of 
the  canonical  prophets  presupposed  and  built  on  a  covenant  concept  already 
known  and  acknowledged  as  normative  by  the  people  to  whom  they  were 
sent.11 

The  basis  for  the  mission  of  most  of  the  canonical  prophets  seems  to  rest 
on  the  existence  of  the  covenant  relationship  between  God  and  Israel.  The 
main  preaching  emphasis  of  many  of  these  prophets  was  the  assailing  of  the 
people  of  the  nation  for  breaking  covenant  law.12  Recent  studies  have 
emphasized  that  the  prophetic  books  of  even  the  eighth-century  prophets 
are  laced  with  covenant  references  and  technical  covenantal  terminology, 
even  though  the  word  bryt  appears  only  infrequently  in  their  texts.  Terms 
like  twrh,lz  hq ,14  mswt ,16  hsd,1Q  sdqh ,17  m$p/18 — all  of  which  were  employed 
by  the  prophets  to  convict,  challenge,  and  influence  the  people  to  whom 
God  sent  them  to  speak — have  been  shown  to  have  strong  covenantal  roots 
and  points  of  reference. 

Indeed,  in  the  opinion  of  some  contemporary  scholars,  without  the 
covenant  relationship  between  God  and  the  nation,  and  the  nation’s  frequent 
disregard  for  that  relationship’s  demands  and  responsibilities,  the  prophets 
would  not  have  been  needed  by  God  so  often.  It  was  as  divinely  appointed 
champions  of  covenant  keeping  that  they  found  their  purpose  in  Israelite 
society  and  history.  For  as  W.  J.  Phythian-Adams  has  pointed  out,  the 
prophets  “never  saw  themselves  as  sent  to  proclaim  a  new  vision  or  a  new 
conception  of  God:  they  came,  as  messengers  with  strict  and  definite  orders, 
to  recall  revolting  Israel  to  Yahweh  who  had  chosen  it.”19 
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The  prophecy  of  Amos  gives  evidence  of  having  been  provoked  precisely 
by  such  a  need  as  Phythian-Adams  described.  When  Amos  came  out 
of  the  hills  of  Tekoa  to  deliver  his  message  to  the  populace  of  Israel  (Amos  1 : 
1),  its  thrust  was  centered  upon  the  nation’s  repeated  transgressions  of  the 
covenantal  stipulations  and  upon  the  consequences  those  transgressions 
were  going  to  bring. 

This  covenantal  basis  for  Amos’  charges  against  the  nation  is  to  be  seen 
in  his  oracles  against  both  the  southern  and  northern  kingdom  in  the  second 
chapter  of  his  book: 

Thus  says  the  Lord: 

“For  three  transgressions  [p£‘i/]  of 
Judah,  and  for  four,  I  will  not  re¬ 
voke  the  punishment  [P  >§ybnw]; 
because  they  have  rejected  the  law  of 
the  Lord  [‘Z-m’sm  H-twrt  yhwh], 
and  have  not  kept  his  statutes 
[whqyw  P  §mrw], 

but  their  lies  have  led  them  astray, 
after  which  their  fathers  walked. 

So  I  will  send  a  fire  upon  Judah, 
and  it  shall  devour  the  strong¬ 
holds  of  Jerusalem.”20 

The  indictment  of  Israel,  which  immediately  follows,  while  more  specific 
and  not  mentioning  either  twrh  or  fyq,  is  based  on  the  same  grounds  as  his 
condemnation  of  the  southern  sister: 

Thus  says  the  Lord: 

“For  three  transgressions  [p§cy]  of 
Israel,  and  for  four,  I  will  not  re¬ 
voke  the  punishment  [l*  ’Sybnw]; 
because  they  sell  the  righteous  for 
silver, 

and  the  needy  for  a  pair  of  shoes — 
they  that  trample  the  head  of  the  poor 
into  the  dust  of  the  earth, 
and  turn  aside  the  way  of  the  afflicted; 
a  man  and  his  father  go  in  to  the  same 
maiden, 

so  that  my  holy  name  is  profaned; 
they  lay  themselves  down  beside 
every  altar 

upon  garments  taken  in  pledge; 
and  in  the  house  of  their  God  they 
drink 

the  wine  of  those  who  have  been 
fined.”  (Amos  2:  6-8) 
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The  premise  that  the  rebukes  made  by  Amos  are  covenant-backed  is  based 
on  two  factors.  First,  the  terminology  used  to  describe  the  nation’s  corrup¬ 
tion  is  frequently  employed  in  Near  Eastern  and  biblical  technical  covenantal 
parlance.  Second,  the  sins  of  which  the  people  are  guilty  are  actions  pro¬ 
scribed  by  covenantal  texts  or  covenantal  traditions. 

In  the  first  of  the  two  indictments,  Amos  specifically  states  that  the  reason 
for  God’s  displeasure  with  Judah  is  that  she  has  rejected  the  twrt  yhwh  and 
has  not  kept  or  fulfilled  bqyw.  Both  twrh21  and  Jjtq22  are  used  repeatedly  in 
the  OT  to  describe  the  provisions  of  the  covenant  which  the  nation  is  to 
observe  because  she  has  bound  herself  to  the  Lord.  In  these  passages  in 
Amos,  they  apparently  refer  to  the  stipulations  embodied  in  the  bryi  which 
God  tnade  with  Israel  at  Sinai,  a  fuller  form,  or  more  complete  description, 
of  which  was  later  included  in  the  Deuteronomic  account  of  Josiah’s  reaf¬ 
firmation  of  that  covenant  in  the  seventh  century  b.c.23 

As  James  Muilenberg  has  said,  twrh  is  “the  revealed  law  implementing 
the  covenant.”24  Even  when  the  term  is  used  in  a  broader  context,  where 
it  refers  to  the  whole  body  of  God’s  teaching  or  instruction,  twrh  is  rarely 
devoid  of  this  essential  covenant  rooting.  Likewise,  bq,  which  is  sometimes 
linked  with  twrh  (Deut  17:  19)  and  in  other  instances  is  used  in  covenantal 
texts  and  traditions  in  conjunction  with  mswh 26  often  has  the  same  point 
of  reference  as  the  former.  It  too  usually  encompasses  the  body  of  stipula¬ 
tions  delineated  in  the  bryt  itself.26 

Just  which  of  these  specific  obligations  from  their  covenant  with  God 
the  people  of  Judah  were  violating  is  not  pointed  out  in  the  text  of  the 
oracle  against  them.  They  are  simply  charged  with  trampling  the  covenant 
in  general.  But  in  the  condemnation  of  Israel,  the  blanket  indictment  gives 
way  to  a  delineation  of  covenant  infidelities.  “The  specific  violations  of 
the  Covenant  fall  like  sledge-hammer  blows  upon  the  heads  of  the  guilty.”27 
One  by  one,  the  acts  of  disobedience  are  enumerated  in  a  lengthy  catalog. 

The  injustice  shown  to,  and  the  oppression  of,  the  poor  and  righteous 
as  condemned  in  vss  6-7a  are  infractions  of  injunctions  against  the  same 
in  the  stipulations  set  forth  at  Sinai.  The  nation  had  been  bound  by  its 
acknowledged  and  sworn  covenant  with  God  to  deal  fairly  with  such  in¬ 
nocent  and  defenseless  individuals.28 

The  sexual  aberration  of  a  father  and  his  son  having  intercourse  with  the 
same  woman  (vs  7b),  which  many  scholars  believe  is  a  direct  reference  to 
some  variety  of  sacred  prostitution,29  is  prohibited  by  the  covenantal  stip¬ 
ulations  as  repeated  in  Deut  23:  17. 

To  use  “garments  taken  in  pledge”  for  religious  carousing  (vs  8a)  when 
they  should  have  been  returned  to  their  owners  for  their  use  at  sunset, 
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transgressed  the  Sinai  dictum  to  the  opposite  (see  Ex  22:  26).  God  would 
hear  their  voice  when  the  ones  so  wronged  cried  to  him  for  redress  (Ex  22:  27). 

Drinking  wine  gathered  by  fine  “unjustly  extorted”30  and  “laying  down 
beside  every  altar”  were  to  make  light  of  God’s  majesty  and  violate  the 
sovereignty  which  the  Lord  demanded  in  the  first  stipulation  of  the 
Decalogue  (Ex  20:  2). 

Further  evidence  that  these  indictments,  as  well  as  others  which  are  made 
at  various  places  in  the  text,  are  proclaimed  within  a  covenant  framework 
is  to  be  found  in  the  term  used  to  describe  the  activities  condemned  by 
the  prophet. 

The  people’s  actions  are  termed  p$‘p,  “acts  of  rebellion.”  In  Near  Eastern 
treaty  language,  the  term  “to  revolt,”  “to  transgress,”  “to  rebel”  means 
to  throw  off  the  authority  of  an  acknowledged  suzerain  by  violating  the 
stipulations  of  the  pact  that  bound  the  parties  together.31  p§<  has  a  similar 
connotation  in  various  biblical  texts  as  well.  There  are  instances  where  it 
refers  specifically  to  the  breaking  of  existing  alliances  or  to  the  overthrowing 
of  a  previously  accepted  sovereign. 

The  term  is  used  in  this  sense  in  the  account  of  the  fracture  of  the  union 
between  Israel  and  Judah  (1  Kings  12:  1  ff).  When  Rehoboam  sends  his 
taskmaster  into  Israel,  where  he  is  stoned  to  death  by  the  populace  (1  Kings 
12:  18),  the  murder  of  the  king’s  official,  and  therein  the  rejection  of  the 
royal  authority,  is  described  as  pis32  The  same  verb  is  similarly  employed 
in  the  narratives  concerning  the  rejection  of  their  vassalage  by  two  kings 
who  had  been  made  €bdymt  “servants,”  by  David.33  Both  the  severance  of 
its  vassal  status  to  Israel  by  Moab34  following  the  death  of  Ahab  and  the 
setting  up  of  its  own  king  by  Edom  during  the  reign  of  Jehoram  in  Judah36 
are  denoted  by  the  verb  pi'.36  Such  usage  supports  the  assertion  of  such 
scholars  as  Gerhard  von  Rad  that  the  term  “belongs  preeminently  to  the 
language  of  politics,”37  especially  the  politics  of  treaty-covenant  relations.38 

In  Amos  2:  4-8,  the  relationship  which  has  been  broken  by  the  nation’s 
“revolt”  is  the  one  that  was  forged  in  the  covenant  made  between  God  and 
his  people.39  Such  negating  of  their  sworn  obligations  to  the  treaty  and  its 
Master  threatened  to  bring  down  the  consequences  of  the  curses  which  had 
been  framed  for  just  such  eventualities.  Not  only  had  such  protection  been 
built  into  the  agreements  forged  by  such  men  as  Suppiluliumas40  and  Esar- 
haddon,41  but  the  biblical  covenants  contained  similar  provisions  to  guard 
against  the  violation  of  their  stipulations: 

You  shall  have  no  other  gods  before  me.  You  shall  not  make  for  yourself 
a  graven  image,  or  any  likeness  of  anything  that  is  in  heaven  above,  or 
that  is  in  the  earth  beneath,  or  that  is  in  the  water  under  the  earth;  you 
shall  not  bow  down  to  them  or  serve  them;  for  I  the  Lord  your  God  am 
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a  jealous  God,  visiting  the  iniquity  of  the  fathers  upon  the  children  to 
the  third  and  fourth  generation  of  those  who  hate  me,  but  showing  stead¬ 
fast  love  to  thousands  of  those  who  love  me  and  keep  my  commandments. 

You  shall  not  take  the  name  of  the  Lord  your  God  in  vain;  for  the  Lord 
will  not  hold  him  guiltless  who  takes  his  name  in  vain.42 

Drawing  upon  such  provisions  in  the  treaty-covenant  tradition,  Amos 
declares  that  the  rebellion  of  the  nation  will  be  dealt  with  by  God  according 
to  the  mutually  accepted  covenant  agreement.  Disobedience  to  that  bond’s 
stipulations  will  be  punished.  Those  who  disregard  their  sworn  allegiance 
to  God,  with  the  covenant  loyalty  which  that  entails,  must  expect  to  be 
visited  with  the  consequences  of  their  acts: 

“Behold  I  will  make  it  tremble  [m*yq]iZ 
beneath  you  as  a  cart 
trembles  [t'yq]  loaded  with 
sheaves. 

Flight  shall  perish  from  the  swift, 
and  the  strong  shall  not  retain 
his  strength, 

nor  shall  the  mighty  save  his  life; 

he  who  handles  the  bow  shall  not 
stand, 

and  he  who  is  swift  of  foot  shall  not 
save  himself, 

nor  shall  he  who  rides  the  horse 
save  his  life; 

and  he  who  is  stout  of  heart  among 
the  mighty 

shall  flee  away  naked  in  that  day,” 
says  the  Lord.  (Amos  2:  13-16) 

What  is  especially  significant  is  that  this  punishment  is  given  to  the  people 
because  the  nation  has  accepted  a  covenantal  relationship  with  God.  The 
populace  is  not  being  chastised  for  failing  to  keep  obligations  to  God  about 
which  they  knew  nothing  or  which  they  had  not  committed  themselves  to 
observe  in  the  first  place.  The  thrust  of  Amos*  message  is  that  it  was  pre¬ 
cisely  because  they  had  entered  into  a  covenant  with  the  Lord,  and  had 
pledged  themselves  to  live  by  an  accepted  reiigio-ethical  standard  delineated 
in  the  stipulations  of  that  pact,  a  standard  which  they  had  ignored  repeat¬ 
edly,  that  divine  punishment  would  be  meted  out  to  the  nation: 

Hear  this  word  that  the  Lord  has 
spoken  against  you,  O  people  of  Israel, 
against  the  whole  family  which  I 
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brought  up  out  of  the  land  of  Egypt: 

“You  only  have  I  known  [rq  > tkm  yd'ty] 
of  all  the  families  of  the  earth; 
therefore  will  I  punish  you 
for  all  your  iniquities”  (Amos  3:  1). 

The  key  to  understanding  the  covenantal  import  of  this  passage  is  to  be 
found  in  Amos’  use  of  the  term  yd'ty,  “I  have  known.”  Its  use  here  does 
not  mean  the  usual  “to  learn”,  “perceive,”  “experience,”  “discriminate,” 
etc.44  As  Herbert  Huffmon  has  shown,  yd'  is  used  in  this  instance  in  a  more 
formal  legal  sense.45  In  a  pattern  common  to  the  Near  Eastern  treaties 
and  earlier  biblical  usage,  “know”  is  employed  by  Amos  as  a  technical  term 
for  the  recognition  of  the  covenant  stipulations  as  binding  by  the  covenant¬ 
ing  partners.46 

“Know”  is  often  used  to  “indicate  mutual  legal  recognition  on  the  part 
of  suzerain  and  vassal,  i.e.  Yahweh  and  his  servant(s)  ...  in  the  Bible.”47 
In  a  number  of  the  prophetic  books,48  including  that  of  at  least  one  other 
eighth-century  prophet,49  yd *  must  be  understood  within  this  legal  frame  of 
reference  if  one  is  to  grasp  the  full  implications  of  the  text.  The  covenant 
recognition  of  Israel  by  God  is  the  couching  for  Amos  3:  1-2: 

Comparison  with  Am.  9:7,  with  its  mention  of  the  Ethiopians,  the  Phi¬ 
listines,  and  Aram,  should  make  it  clear  that  Am.  3:  2  has  reference  to  that 
peculiar  relationship  between  Yahweh  and  Israel  expressed  by  the  covenant, 
and  that  yada '  in  this  context  means  more  than  “care  for”50  or  “take  notice 
of”51  as  is  evident  from  the  common  translation  “choose.”  The  passage 
calls  for  the  technical  sense,  viz.,  “You  only  have  I  recognized  by  covenant,”52 
from  which  it  follows  that  the  covenant-breaking  invokes  the  curses,  i.e., 
punishment  for  iniquity.53 

The  covenantal  frame  of  reference  for  Amos’  proclamation  is  also  evidenced 
in  his  rhetorical  question  in  the  following  verse,  where  two  of  the  key  words 
or  phrases  have  strong  covenantal  overtones  and  implications: 

Do  two  walk  together 
unless  they  have 
agreed  [y m-nw'dw ] 

The  phrase  “walk  together”  is  a  figure  of  speech  used  in  some  of  the  Near 
Eastern  treaties  to  describe  the  keeping  of  the  covenantal  obligations  by 
the  treating  partners.54  In  the  letter  of  Rib-Addi  to  Pharaoh  contained  in 
the  Amarna  correspondence,  the  same  metaphor  is  used,  there  describing 
the  vassal’s  loyalty  to  his  overlord  in  the  face  of  a  conspiracy  against  the 
suzerain.55  Rather  than  throw  in  with  the  conspirators  in  their  designs 
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against  the  Egyptian  throne,  Rib-Addi  held  fast  to  his  treaty  obligations 
to  his  lord.  Despite  the  reported  pressure  of  the  populace  of  Byblos,  who 
pressed  him  to  “walk  after  (follow)  the  son  of  Abdiashirta,  and  let  us  make 
a  treaty  of  peace  between  us,”56  the  vassal  in  Canaan  stood  firm.  For  “to 
walk  after”  or  “to  follow  after”  another  ruler  would  have  meant  that  Rib- 
Addi  had  broken  his  sworn  treaty  obligations  to  serve  only  the  pharaoh. 

In  the  treaty  between  Abban  and  Iarimlim,  a  similar  metaphor  is  used 
to  convey  the  same  idea.  The  vassal  is  specifically  warned  by  the  suzerain 
against  any  action  that  would  allow  the  subject  to  stray  from  the  relation¬ 
ship  to  which  his  superior  had  bound  him: 

If  ever  Iarimlim  says  to  Abban, 
vizier  of  Hattusa:  “Abban  [is 

not . ”]  and  he  lets 

go  out  (deserts?),  then  to  another 
king  he  will  not  go  out.  If  he 
lets  go  the  horn  (hem  ?)  of  Abban's 
garment  and  seizes  the  hprn  of 
another  king’s  garment,  he  shall 
f[orfei]t  the  towns  and  territories  57 

In  both  cases,  the  implication  of  the  texts  is  clear.  The  treaty  stipulations 
bound  the  vassal  to  complete  allegiance  and  obedience  to  his  lord.  Any 
departure  from  that  prescribed  responsibility  and  obligation,  such  as  leaving 
the  suzerain  to  attach  oneself  to,  follow  after,  or  serve  another,  was  considered 
a  sign  of  open  revolt  on  the  part  of  the  subject  who  did  so.58 

The  same  concept  is  contained  in  each  of  the  national  biblical  covenants, 
where  to  go  after  other  gods  and  serve  them  is  to  violate  both  the  stated 
terms  and  the  spirit  of  the  bond  with  Yahweh.59  Thus,  when  Amos  uses 
this  metaphor  in  3:  3  he  stands  within  this  treaty-covenant  tradition  and 
usage.  Both  the  nation  and  God  should  be  “walking  together”  because 
they  had  bound  themselves  in  the  covenant  at  Sinai. 

The  people  should  not  let  go  of  God  to  go  after  any  other  as  a  new  sov¬ 
ereign,  be  it  a  human  one  or  an  idol,  because  both  they  and  God  had  ruled 
out  such  conduct  when  they  had  “agreed”  (nw'dw).™  While  this  term  in 
Amos  3:  3  is  usually  taken  to  be  part  of  a  wisdom  saying,81  and  is  interpreted 
by  some  scholars  as  referring  to  “two  men  making  their  way  across  the  hori¬ 
zon  of  Judah’s  empty  hill  country”  to  meet  at  an  appointed  time  and  place,62 
it  may  very  well  refer  to  the  covenant-making  event  when  God  and  Israel 
acknowledged — that  is,  “knew,”  or  “agreed  with” — each  other  at  Sinai.  It 
could  be  a  play  on  the  word  yd\  “to  know,”  in  the  sense  that  both  Yahweh 
and  the  nation  had  recognized  the  covenant  and  its  stipulations  as  binding 
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on  themselves  and  each  other.63  Such  a  frame  of  reference  would  not  only 
fit  it  in  well  with  the  two  verses  which  precede  it  but  would  carry  out  the 
covenantal  implications  of  the  "walking  together”  metaphor  in  the  first 
half  of  the  verse — that  is,  because  two  parties  have  covenanted,  they  should 
walk  together,  each  fulfilling  his  role  and  its  responsibilities  as  delineated 
by  the  stipulations  of  that  agreement.  "The  basic  idea,  the  relation  between 
Yahweh  and  Israel  as  a  bond  between  partners,  and  details  of  formulation 
all  suggest  .  .  .  [the]  concepts  and  terms  having  to  do  with  the  covenant.”64 

But  the  nation  has  totally  forgotten  this  “agreement”  and  its  responsi¬ 
bilities.  They  no  longer  know  how  "to  do  what  is  right”  [nkhh]  (Amos  3:10), 
but,  on  the  contrary,  "store  up  violence  [jfcms]  and  robbery  [sd]  in  their 
strongholds”  (3:  10).  The  norms  which  should  have  governed  the  affairs  of 
the  Israelites  have  been  put  out  of  mind.  Yahweh* s  demands  had  “dropped 
out  of  sight  and  consciousness  among  Samaria’s  leading  citizens.”65 

The  term  nkfyh  has  the  essential  meaning  of  "to  walk  straight  forward,” 
"to  go  directly  toward  [a  goal].”  At  times,  it  is  used  in  the  Bible  to  mean 
that  which  is  “straight,”  as  well  as  that  which  is  “honest  [true].”66  In  some 
cases,  it  is  used  in  contrast  to  that  which  is  deceptive  and  false  (cf  Is  30: 
40).  It  is  also  used  as  a  synonym  of  "justice,”  "righteousness,”  and  "faith¬ 
fulness”  in  Is  59:  14  in  a  sequence  dealing  with  the  theme  "justice  is  far 
from  us.”67  It  appears  in  a  legal  framework  in  Prov  24:  26  and  2  Sam  15: 
3;  in  the  former  instance,  being  used  in  a  wisdom  saying  concerning  conduct 
in  legal  affairs;  and  in  the  latter,  being  applied  to  a  legal  appeal. 

In  Amos’  indictment,  nkhh  appears  to  be  used  in  this  legal  sense.  It 
points  to  what  was  desired  to  be  the  style  of  justice  observed  in  the  legal 
proceedings  in  the  nation.  “What  is  alone  of  moment  to  him  is  the  de¬ 
parture  from  an  order  of  society  which  was  formed  according  to  Yahweh’s 
will  and  which  maintained  every  Israelite  one  with  the  other  in  a  system 
of  mutual  responsibility.”68 

That  all  such  covenantal  norms  have  been  completely  forgotten  by  his 
contemporaries  is  to  be  seen  in  the  fact  that  while  the  poor  are  trampled 
(Amos  8:  4),  as  dishonesty  is  rampant  in  the  marketplace  (vs  5),  and  as  the 
defenseless  are  sold  into  slavery  (vs  6),  the  debauched  lie  on  their  beds  of 
ivory  (6:  4)  and  demand  more  luxury  for  themselves  (4:1).  Moreover,  in 
the  place  of  covenant  obedience,  the  populace  attempts  to  substitute  reli¬ 
gious  ceremonialism.  But  their  empty  ritual  and  hollow  pilgrimages  cannot 
atone  for  the  breaking  of  the  covenantal  stipulations.  Through  biting  sar¬ 
casm  in  the  mouth  of  his  prophet,  God  pours  out  his  abhorrence  of  such 
religious  sham: 
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“Come  to  Bethel,  and  transgress; 
to  Gilgal,  and  multiply  trans¬ 
gression; 

bring  your  sacrifices  every  morning, 
your  tithes  every  three  days; 
offer  a  sacrifice  of  thanksgiving  of 
that  which  is  leavened, 
and  proclaim  freewill  offerings, 
publish  them; 

for  so  you  love  to  do,  O  people  of 
Israel !” 

says  the  Lord  God.69 


Because  the  covenant  has  been  broken,  Amos  declares  that  the  punishment 
entailed  in  the  bond’s  curse  clauses  is  going  to  be  unleashed.  In  three 
chapters  (7,  8,  9)  Amos  delineates  some  of  the  forms  that  chastisement  will 
take. 

In  the  first  prophecy,  the  people  are  told  that  the  high  places  and  sanc¬ 
tuaries  will  be  destroyed,  and  that  God  is  going  to  set  himself  against  the 
kingdom: 


He  showed  me:  behold  the  Lord 
was  standing  beside  a  wall  built 
with  a  plumb  line,  with  a  plumb 
line  in  his  hand.  And  the  Lord 
said  to  me,  “Amos,  what  do  you 
see?”  And  I  said,  “A  plumb  line.” 

Then  the  Lord  said, 

“Behold,  I  am  setting  a 
plumb  line  in  the  midst 
of  my  people  Israel;  I 
will  never  again  pass  by 
them;  the  high  places  of 
Isaac  shall  be  made  desolate, 
and  the  sanctuaries  of  Israel 
shall  be  laid  waste, 
and  I  will  rise  against  the 
house  of  Jeroboam  with  the 
sword.”  (7:  7-9) 

In  the  second  oracle,  the  prophet  declares  that  the  people  within  the  northern 
kingdom  will  personally  feel  the  consequences  of  their  rebellion.  Even 
though  the  sentence  was  spoken  to  Amaziah  for  his  contradiction  of  God’s 
command  to  Amos,  the  whole  nation  of  covenant  breakers  will  suffer  the 
same  consequences  as  he: 


The  Role  of  Covenant  in  the  Mission  and  Message  of  Amos 


445 


Therefore  thus  says  the  Lord: 

“Your  wife  shall  be  a  harlot  in 
the  city  and  your  sons  and 
daughters  shall  fall  by  the 
sword, 

and  your  land  shall  be  parceled 
out  by  line; 

you  yourself  shall  die  in  an  un¬ 
clean  land,  and  Israel  shall 
surely  go  into  exile  away 
from  its  land.”  (7:  17) 

The  third  prophecy  tells  of  the  extensiveness  of  the  punishment  that  is  to 
come,  and  announces  that  the  moment  for  its  breaking  forth  is  at  hand: 

Thus  the  Lord  showed  me:  behold 
a  basket  of  summer  fruit.  And  he 
said,  “Amos,  what  do  you  see?” 

And  I  said,  “A  basket  of  summer 
fruit.”  Then  the  Lord  said  to  me, 

“The  end  has  come  upon  my 
people  Israel; 

I  will  never  again  pass  by 
them. 

The  songs  of  the  temple  shall 
become  wailings  in  that  day,” 
says  the  Lord  God; 

“the  corpses  shall  be  many; 
in  every  place  they  shall  be 
cast  out.  Hushl” 

Other  punishments,  including  some  directly  connected  with  the  curse  clauses 
in  the  biblical  covenantal  tradition  and  their  Near  Eastern  parallels,  are 
threatened  by  Amos  at  various  points  within  his  book.70  Together  with  what 
is  forecast  here,  they  are  to  comprise  the  chastisement  for  the  nation’s  rebel¬ 
lion. 

As  in  every  national  covenantal  text  preserved  within  the  Bible,  as  well 
as  in  almost  every  complete  Near  Eastern  treaty  document,  the  covenantal 
texts  themselves  had  provided  for  such  a  punitive  response  by  the  Deity, 
or  deities,  against  those  who  broke  their  oaths  and  bolted  the  covenant’s 
stipulations.  As  J.  L.  Mays  has  commented,  it  is  “clear  that  Israel  is  to  be 
judged  precisely  in  her  identity  as  the  covenant  people.”71 

This  is  what  God  has  sworn  to  do  (cf  Amos  6:  8).  Three  times  the  phrase 
n$b €  adny  yhwh  bnp§w  is  used  by  Amos,  each  time  to  introduce  a  divine 
decree  of  punishment.72  The  total  force  of  God’s  personal  integrity  is  invested 
in  this  solemn  oath,  the  ancient  Near  East’s  most  binding  form  of  personal 
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commitment.73  Since  Israel  had  thrown  over  God’s  lordship,  she  had  to 
take  the  covenantal  consequences. 

To  smash  the  nation  was,  however,  not  what  God  wanted  to  have  to  do. 
His  desire  was  for  the  people  to  assume  a  responsible  and  obedient  posture 
in  keeping  with  their  covenantal  ties.  If  that  were  done,  then  all  the  pre¬ 
dicted  calamity  could  be  averted.  The  people  had  only  to  reverse  their 
pattern  of  disobedience  and  “seek”  the  Lord,  in  the  sense  of  “going  after” 
him  (5:  5-6).  In  the  Near  Eastern  tradition,  such  an  action  implied  not 
only  a  “search”  for  the  Lord,  but  a  “following  after”  him — that  is,  it  entailed 
obedience  to  that  Lord  as  the  supreme  partner  in  a  covenant  relationship 
as  well.74  If  that  were  done,  the  covenantal  relationship  could  be  restored, 
and  the  people  would  “live”  (cf  Amos  5:  6)  rather  than  perish: 

Seek  good,  and  not  evil, 
that  you  may  live; 
and  so  the  Lord,  the  God 
of  hosts,  will  be  with 
you, 

as  you  have  said. 

Hate  evil,  and  love  good, 
and  establish  justice 
in  the  gate; 

it  may  be  that  the  Lord,  the  God  of 
hosts  will  be  gracious 
to  the  remnant  of  Joseph.  (5:  14-15) 

The  “good”  which  Amos  envisioned  was  a  return  to  living  covenantally. 
The  whole  of  Chapter  5  of  his  book,  where  the  sins  of  Israel  are  lamented, 
is  laced  with  covenantal  language  and  allusions.  The  sins  attacked  are 
almost  always  those  prohibited  in  the  covenantal  stipulations  themselves.75 
His  remedy  for  that  sinfulness  involves  a  reacceptance  of  their  covenant 
responsibilities  by  the  people: 

Let  justice  [mSpZ]  roll  down 
like  waters;  and  righteousness 
[sd<//i]  like  an  ever-flowing 
stream.  (5:  24) 

The  people  had  agreed  to  do  that  when  they  entered  the  pact  with  God  that 
made  them  his  peculiar  people.76  Though  they  had  repeatedly  refused  to 
carry  out  the  covenantal  terms  they  swore  to  perform,  the  assumption  on 
which  the  prophecy  of  Amos  is  based  is  that  if  they  acted  positively  on  them 
at  once,  the  God-Israelite  breach  could  be  healed.  While  the  possibility 
for  that  to  happen  was  left  open  by  God,  on  the  basis  of  the  people’s  past 
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obstreperousness  and  obstinacy,  Amos  apparently  anticipated  no  change  in 
the  nation’s  moral-religious  course. 

Since  the  people  did  not  acknowledge  the  “right”  they  were  to  live  by 
(cf  3:  10),  then  there  was  little  hope  that  it  might  become  the  norm  for 
their  activity.  They  had  denied  the  very  basis  for  any  such  God-dictated 
covenantal  obedience  by  repudiating,  by  their  p§'y,  God’s  authority  over 
them  (cf  2:  4,  6).  The  patience  that  God  had  shown  in  the  past  as  he  waited 
for  that  rebellion  to  end  had  finally  reached  its  limits.  He  would  no  longer 
continue  to  forgive  their  sins.  The  day  for  reform  had  come,  and  its  rejection 
would  be  dealt  with: 


The  end  has  come  upon  my  people 
Israel; 

I  will  never  again  pass  by  them.  (7:  8;  8:  2) 

In  the  eyes  of  Amos,  this  combination  of  the  end  of  the  divine  patience  and 
the  persistent  rebellion  and  callousness  of  the  leaders  and  upper  classes  of 
Israel  foreboded  doom  for  the  nation.  Nevertheless,  the  premise  that  man 
had  within  himself  the  power  to  change  his  stance  toward  God  and  the  cov¬ 
enant  was  never  denied  by  the  prophet.  Man  did  have  within  himself  the 
capacity  for  obedience.  He  could  have — indeed,  should  have — been  keeping 
the  covenant  all  along.  It  was  because  the  Israelites  had  the  potential  to 
do  so,  and  did  not  use  it,  and  because  they  had  sworn  to  be  obedient,  and 
had  then  refused  to  perform  what  they  were  capable  of  accomplishing,  that 
they  were  going  to  be  punished  by  God.  The  covenant’s  stipulations  were 
possible  to  fulfill;  the  problem  was  that  God’s  people  had  chosen  to  break 
them  rather  than  to  obey  them.77 

Thus,  the  assumption  of  an  existing  covenantal  bond  between  Yahweh 
and  the  nation  is  apparent  in  the  prophecy  of  Amos.  The  presence  of  at 
least  three  important  factors  lead  clearly  to  such  a  conclusion.  Briefly  sum¬ 
marized,  they  are  these: 

First,  Amos  made  repeated  use  of  terms  which  were  part  of  the  reservoir 
of  formal  treaty-covenant  parlance.  Words  like  gd\  twrh9  hwq ,  ib\ 
m$pt,  sdqh  recur  often  in  the  text  of  the  book.  While  each  one  of  these 
roots  can  be  interpreted  to  have  more  than  one  meaning  or  point  of  reference, 
all  of  them  have  been  shown  by  various  scholars  and  textual  evidence  to 
have  strong  grounding  in  the  Near  Eastern  and  biblical  treaty-covenant 
tradition  and  practice. 

Second,  the  basis  for  most  of  the  prophet’s  charges  against  the  nation  is 
their  violations  of  specific  covenant  stipulations.  As  has  been  shown,  in 
numerous  instances  the  sins  pointed  out  by  him  are  those  prohibited  in  one 
or  another  of  the  extant  biblical  covenantal  texts. 
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Third,  the  curses  which  Amos  either  invokes  or  alludes  to  as  being  ready 
to  befall  the  nation  for  the  violation  of  the  covenant’s  demands  are  also, 
for  the  most  part,  attested  in  the  treaty-covenant  texts.  Even  where  no 
specific  quotes  or  parallels  to  Amos*  threats  can  be  found  in  any  biblical  or 
Near  Eastern  reiigio-legal  corpus,  his  maledictions  clearly  fit  into  that  genre 
of  literature. 

The  presence  of  any  one  of  these  factors,  or  the  appearance  of  any  single 
element  or  component  of  them,  would  not  of  itself  be  sufficient  evidence  to 
prove  that  Amos  had  presupposed  and  built  his  message  on  an  existing 
covenantal  relationship  between  God  and  Israel.  However,  the  clustering 
of  such  factors,  coupled  with  the  central  role  they  play  in  this  biblical  book, 
points  to  the  conclusion  that  not  only  was  there  a  covenant  concept  known 
to,  and  appreciated  by,  Amos  and  his  contemporaries  but  that  without  it 
he  may  have  had  no  mission  to  the  nation  at  all.  It  was  because  the  people 
had  revolted  against  their  divine  Suzerain  and  the  bond  which  he  had  con¬ 
summated  with  them  that  Amos  was  taken  m'fyry  hs>n  and  was  sent  to  tell 
his  fellow  countrymen  that  the  covenant’s  curses  were  about  to  fall  upon 
them. 
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The  Date  of  Joel 


The  purpose  of  this  paper1  is  to  classify  and  evaluate  some  of  the 
discussions  of  the  date  of  Joel  since  the  appearance  of  Kapelrud’s  Joel 
Studies  in  1948.2  Kapelrud's  work  is  taken  as  a  starting  point  because  he 
broke  new  paths  by  using  Ugaritic  parallels  and  by  analyzing  the  liturgical 
elements  of  the  book.  The  reason  for  choosing  this  subject  for  the  present 
volume  is  that  J.  M.  Myers3  has  given  a  fresh  approach  to  the  dating  of 
Joel  by  citing  recently  discovered  archeological  evidence.  In  1962,  W. 
Neil4  summarized  the  opinions  on  Joel's  date  as  follows:  “Critics  have 
ranged  from  the  ninth  century  to  the  second  century  b.c.  in  seeking  to  de¬ 
termine  a  date  for  the  prophecies,  either  as  a  whole  or  in  part.  The  modern 
consensus,  however,  regards  them  as  post-exilic  and  narrows  the  range  of 
time  to  the  period  ca.  400.”  Though  most  of  the  scholars  surveyed  below 
do  date  Joel  about  400  b.c.  or  soon  thereafter,  examples  will  be  given  of 
those  who  maintain  earlier  or  later  dates. 


Advocates  of  a  Pre-exilic  Date 

DURING  THE  MINORITY  OF  KING  JOASH  OF  JUDAH,  ABOUT  830  B.C. 

The  basic  argument  of  J.  Ridderbos5  for  this  early  date  is  the  position  of 
Joel  in  the  Hebrew  canon  as  the  second  of  the  Minor  Prophets.  It  is  not 
certain,  however,  that  the  order  of  the  Minor  Prophets  in  the  Hebrew  Bible 
is  chronological  throughout;  for  example,  Zephaniah  certainly  prophesied 
about  a  century  before  Nahum  and  Habbakuk,  which  precede  Zephaniah 
in  order.  Furthermore,  the  LXX  lists  Joel  as  the  fourth  of  these  prophets. 
Ridderbos  sees  the  background  of  3  [4]:  19  in  Shishak’s  invasion  (1  Kings 
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14:  25)  and  in  Edom’s  revolt  against  Joram  (2  Kings  8:  20).  Since  this 
Egyptian  and  Edomite  hostility  to  the  Israelites  could  be  remembered  after 
the  exile  and  was  actually  continued  after  the  exile,  it  is  therefore  no  proof 
of  a  pre-exilic  date.  Ridderbos  explains  the  failure  to  mention  any  king 
in  Joel  by  suggesting  that  Joash  was  still  a  minor  and  Jehoida  was  really 
reigning.  In  2  Kings  11:  21  [12:  1];  12:  1  [2]  and  2  Chron  24:  1,  the  reign 
of  Joash,  beginning  in  his  seventh  year,  is  treated  like  any  other  reign. 
The  absence  of  the  reigning  king’s  name  in  the  introduction  of  Joel  is  still 
contrary  to  the  analogy  of  the  introductions  mentioning  the  king  in  most 
prophetic  books  during  the  monarchy  Is  1 : 1 ;  Jer  1 : 1-2;  Ezek  1 : 2;  Hos  1:1; 
Amos  1:1;  Mic  1:1;  Zeph  1:1).  Even  stronger  evidence  that  Joel  prophesied 
after  the  monarchy  had  ceased  is  the  absence  of  king,  princes,  nobles,  and 
royal  officials  from  Joel’s  lists  of  those  classes  who  mourn  the  devastation 
caused  by  the  locusts  (1:  5-14;  2: 16).  If  Joel  had  prophesied  about  830  b.c., 
a  reference  to  the  high  priest  Jehoiada  would  also  be  expected,  since  the 
latter  would  presumably  have  issued  the  call  to  public  repentance  and  since 
he  was  even  more  important  than  the  Joshua  mentioned  in  Hag  1:  1,  12, 
14;  and  Zech  3:  1-8.  Ridderbos  rightly  recognizes  that  3  [4]:  2-3  sound  like 
some  destruction  of  Jerusalem.  He  identifies  the  attackers  as  either  the 
Chaldeans  or  (if  it  is  predictive)  the  Romans.  He  suggests  that  this  passage 
may  be  predictive  (which  is  certainly  not  to  be  expected  from  the  Hebrew 
perfects)  or  a  later  addition.  A  simpler  solution  is  to  understand  this  passage 
as  referring  to  the  capture  of  Jerusalem  in  587  b.c.,  which  had  already  taken 
place  when  Joel  prophesied. 

M.  Bid6  uses  Ugaritic  parallels  to  support  dating  Joel  in  the  time  of  Joash. 
He  interprets  Joel’s  prophecy  as  a  polemic  against  Baalism.  He  sees  in  1 : 
8  a  reference  to  the  Ugaritic  myth  of  Anat  weeping  for  the  dead  Baal,  and 
in  2:  9  a  reference  to  the  Ugaritic  myth  of  Mot  entering  the  temple  of  Baal. 
The  context  of  the  first  passage  lists  those  who  mourn  the  locust  plague, 
and  the  context  of  the  second  is  a  description  of  the  coming  of  the  locusts 
to  the  city.  These  contexts  hardly  prepare  for  mythological  references.  If 
the  book  is  a  polemic  against  Baalism,  one  would  expect  clear  references 
to  Baal,  to  idols,  to  idolatrous  altars,  to  the  high  places,  to  idolatrous  rites, 
or  to  idol  priests.  These  features  of  idolatry  are  clearly  denounced  by  pre- 
exilic  prophets  (e.g.,  Hos  2:  8  [11];  4:  13;  9:  10;  Jer  2:  8;  7:  9;  19:  5),  and 
the  absence  of  such  denunciations  is  a  probable  indication  of  origin  after 
the  exile,  when  idolatry  had  practically  ceased  among  the  Jews.  Bic  speaks 
of  parallels  to  Elijah  and  Hosea,  but  closer  are  the  parallels  to  later  prophets, 
including  exilic  Ezekiel,  Joel  2:  28  [3:  1]  =  Ezek  39:  29;  Joel  3  [4]:  17  = 
Ezek  36:  11;  Joel  3  [4]:  18  =  Ezek  47:  1-12)  and  post-exilic  Malachi,  Joel 
2:  11  =  Mai  3:  2;  Joel  2:  31  [3:  4]  =  Mai  4:  5  [3:  23]. 
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E.  J.  Young7  recognizes  some  of  the  arguments  for  a  post-exilic  date 
but  upholds  a  pre-exilic  date  under  Joash.  One  of  Young’s  arguments,  in 
addition  to  those  mentioned  above,  is  that  the  style  of  Joel  is  different  from 
that  of  post-exilic  Haggai,  Zechariah,  and  Malachi.  But  from  the  post- 
exilic  standpoint,  since  Joel  borrowed  phrases  from  pre-exilic  prophets,  it 
is  not  surprising  that  he  equals  the  vivid  poetic  style  of  some  of  them  in 
his  description  of  the  locust  plague.  Young  thinks  that  it  was  Joel  that 
influenced  Amos  in  the  parallels  (Joel  3  [4]:  16  =  Amos  1:  2;  Joel  3  [4]:  18 
=  Amos  9:  13).  Recently  H.  W.  Wolff8  has  given  reasons  for  thinking  that 
Amos  influenced  Joel.  Young  recognizes  that  “Israel”  in  Joel  is  a  synonym 
for  “Judah,”  and  he  maintains,  without  giving  examples,  that  such  a  usage 
is  proper  before  the  exile.  There  are,  however,  many  clear  pre-exilic  ex¬ 
amples  where  “Israel”  definitely  means  the  Northern  Kingdom  (e.g.,  1 
Kings  12:  16;  15:  9;  Amos  1:1;  2:  6).  The  most  obvious  conclusion  from 
Joel’s  use  of  “Israel”  is  that  the  Northern  Kingdom  had  ceased  to  exist. 
Young  says  that  there  was  no  occasion  for  Joel  to  mention  the  “high  places.” 
The  call  to  repentance  in  2:  12-13  would  have  been  a  suitable  occasion  to 
denounce  the  “high  places,”  if  they  really  existed  in  Judah  in  Joel’s  day. 
Pre-exilic  prophets  denounced  the  “high  places,”  which  were  associated  with 
idolatry  (Jer  7:  31;  19:  5;  Ezek  6:  3;  Hos  10:  8);  but  Haggai,  Zechariah, 
and  Malachi  do  not  mention  them  after  the  exile,  when  they  had  ceased 
to  be  used  by  the  Jews. 

D.  Deere9  favors  a  pre-exilic  date  under  Joash.  He  rightly  points  out  that 
the  phrase  in  Joel  3  [4]:  1  translated  in  KJV,  “I  shall  bring  again  the  cap¬ 
tivity,”  can  be  correctly  interpreted,  “I  restore  the  fortunes”  (RSV,  and 
similarly  JB,  NEB,  NAB).  In  this  context,  however,  this  meaning  could 
well  include  return  from  the  exile.  About  Joel  3  [4]:  4-6,  Deere  remarks 
that  these  verses  refer  to  the  events  described  in  Obadiah,  who  he  evidently 
thinks  is  pre-exilic.  G.  H.  Livingston,10  however,  writing  in  the  same  volume 
with  Deere,  concludes  that  that  the  capture  of  Jerusalem  mentioned  by  Oba¬ 
diah  is  that  of  587  b.c.  No  known  capture  of  Jerusalem  before  this  date 
produced  the  scattering  of  the  Jews  and  the  dividing  of  their  land  described 
by  Joel  3  [4]:  2.  Deere  observes  that  Phoenicia  and  Philistia  were  pre-exilic 
enemies  of  Judah,  but,  it  should  be  noted,  they  were  also  post-exilic 
enemies. 

R.  A.  Stewart11  argued  plausibly  that  a  reference  to  making  ploughshares 
into  swords  (3  [4]:  10),  would  probably  precede  the  hope  of  the  reverse 
process  (cf  Is  2:  4).  In  the  same  year,  L.  H.  Brockington12  argued  that 
Joel  here  parodies  the  earlier  expression  of  Is  2:  4  and  Mic  4:  3. 
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about  600  B.C. 

A.  S.  Kapelrud  brought  fresh  elements  into  Joel  studies  by  using  Ugaritic 
parallels  and  by  arguing  for  a  date  of  the  original  prophecy  about  600  b.c., 
then  a  period  of  oral  transmission,  and  writing  in  its  present  form  in  the 
fourth  or  third  century.  Kapelrud’s  strongest  argument  for  a  date  about 
600  b.c.  consists  in  Joel’s  parallels  with  Jeremiah.  Joel  does  have  such  paral¬ 
lels;  but  it  also  has,  as  pointed  out  above,  striking  parallels  with  exilic 
Ezekiel  and  post-exilic  Malachi.  Kapelrud’s  contention  that  Joel  did  not 
consciously  copy  other  prophets  but  used  common  expressions  may  be  right 
in  some  cases;  but  in  2:  32  [3:  5],  Joel  expressly  states  that  he  is  quoting, 
probably  from  Obad  17,  and  most  scholars  consider  Obadiah  post-exilic. 
Kapelrud  suggests  the  possibility  that  Joel  3  [4]:  2,  with  its  reference  to 
the  scattering  of  the  Jews  and  the  dividing  of  their  land,  may  be  a  post- 
exilic  addition.  This  verse,  however,  fits  with  other  features  of  the  capture 
of  the  city  in  3  [4]:  2-6,  17:  the  taking  and  selling  of  slaves,  the  plundering 
of  the  Temple,  and  the  occupation  of  Jerusalem  by  foreigners. 

J.  Steinmann13  was  influenced  by  Kapelrud  to  advocate  also  a  date  about 
600  b.c.  In  addition  to  noting  similarities  in  Joel  to  Jeremiah,  Steinmann 
points  out  that  Joel’s  phrase  “the  day  of  Yahweh”  (1:  15;  2: 1,  11,  31  [3:  4]; 
3  [4]:  14)  also  occurs  in  pre-exilic  Zephaniah,  Jeremiah,  and  Ezekiel.  Advo¬ 
cates  of  a  post-exilic  date  can  point  out  that  the  expression  also  occurs  in 
post-exilic  Zech  14:  1,  and  that  “the  day”  for  the  time  of  judgment  is  often 
found  in  Zechariah  and  Malachi.  Steinmann  frankly  admits  that  3  [4]:  1, 
3,  7  must  come  after  the  fall  of  Jerusalem,  but  he  thinks  that  these  verses 
are  later  additions  to  an  essentially  pre-exilic  Joel.  But  it  is  difficult  to  take 
these  verses  away  from  their  context  with  vss  2,  6,  and  17,  which  also  imply 
the  fall  of  Jerusalem.  It  is  simpler  to  leave  these  verses  in  place  and  recognize 
that  the  prophecy  is  post-exilic. 

C.  A.  Keller14  places  the  ministry  of  Joel  between  630  and  600  b.c.,  and 
he  adduces  careful  and  comprehensive  arguments.  Because  no  mighty 
empire  is  mentioned,  Keller  places  3  [4]:  1-8  after  the  decline  of  Assyria 
and  before  the  rise  of  Babylonia  and  Persia — that  is,  between  630  and 
625  b.c.  An  advocate  of  a  post-exilic  date  could  point  out  that  the  dominant 
Persian  empire  is  not  mentioned  in  post-exilic  Malachi,  except  by  impli¬ 
cation  in  the  reference  to  the  governor  (Mai  1 :  8),  and  Joel  may  come  from 
the  same  period  of  benevolent  Persian  administration.  Keller  associates 
3  [4]:  19  with  Pharaoh  Neco’s  invasion  of  Palestine  and  killing  of  Josiah 
in  609  b.c.  It  may  well  be  that  this  Egyptian  invasion  was  the  attack  or 
one  of  the  attacks  referred  to  by  the  prophet,  but  it  cannot  be  assumed 
that  the  prophecy  was  delivered  immediately  after  the  attack.  The  people 
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of  the  Near  East  have  long  historical  memories.  Keller  interprets  3  [4]: 
1-3  as  referring  to  raids  by  the  Philistines  and  Phoenicians.  However,  the 
scattering  of  the  Jews  and  the  dividing  of  their  land  imply  something  more 
serious  than  raids.  Furthermore,  Joel  does  not  accuse  the  Philistines  and 
the  Phoenicians  of  an  attack  on  Judah,  but  only  of  receiving  plunder  and 
selling  Jewish  slaves  (3  [4]:  5,  6).  Keller  rightly  maintains  that  the  style  of 
Joel  is  not  like  that  of  post-exilic  Nehemiah,  Ecclesiastes,  Esther,  and  Daniel, 
but,  with  the  exception  of  some  portions  of  Ecclesiastes,  these  are  prose 
works  and  Joel  is  mostly  poetry.  Keller's  opinion  that  a  message  for  the 
people  after  the  days  of  Nehemiah  would  have  been  in  Aramaic  is  contro¬ 
verted  by  the  composition  of  Sirach  in  Hebrew  about  190  b.c.  Keller  gives 
a  careful  list  of  Joel’s  words  and  expressions  which  are  also  found  in  prophets 
of  the  later  seventh  and  early  sixth  centuries.  This  is  not  surprising  in  a 
prophet  who  has  so  many  parallels  to  other  prophetic  books  of  all  periods. 
One  must  also  consider  Joel’s  words  and  phrases  which  are  found  elsewhere 
only  in  post-exilic  writings  (see  below). 

W.  Rudolph15  gives  justified  criticisms  of  some  of  the  arguments  used  for 
a  post-exilic  dating,  and  opts  for  a  date  soon  after  the  Chaldeans  took  Jeru¬ 
salem  in  597  b.c.  without  destroying  it.  Rudolph  is  right  in  using  the  analogy 
of  Jer  26  and  36  to  prove  that  the  gathering  of  the  people  in  the  forecourt 
of  the  Temple  (Joel  2:  16)  does  not  necessarily  mean  every  single  member 
even  of  a  small  community.  He  considers  Joel  as  one  of  the  prophets  of 
peace  rather  than  of  judgment  for  Jerusalem  who  are  condemned  by  Jere¬ 
miah  (Jer  28).  It  is  questionable,  however,  whether  a  prophet  of  peace 
would  have  interpreted  the  locust  plague  and  the  drought  as  God’s  judgment 
on  Israel  calling  for  repentance.  With  Rudolph’s  dating,  it  is  strange  that 
Joel  does  not  specifically  mention  the  Chaldeans,  as  Habakkuk,  Jeremiah, 
and  Ezekiel  do.  Rudolph  argues  that  Joel  would  have  referred  to  the  de¬ 
struction  of  the  Temple  if  this  event  connected  with  the  capture  of  Jerusalem 
in  587  b.c.  had  already  taken  place.  Joel  3[4]:5  seems  to  imply  that  the 
Temple  had  been  looted  and  therefore  presumably  destroyed.  Rudolph 
thinks  that  Joel  2:  11,  31  [3:  4]  precede  the  parallels  in  Mai  3:  2;  4:  5  [3:  23], 
but  recently  G.  F.  Wood16  has  argued  to  the  contrary. 

Exilic  Dating 

SOON  AFTER  587  B.C. 

L.  Marias17  is  strongly  influenced  by  Kapelrud,  and  places  Joel  shortly  after 
the  fall  of  Jerusalem  to  the  Chaldeans.  He  considers  Joel  a  contemporary 
of  Ezekiel,  because  of  the  resemblances  between  the  two  prophets.  For  a 
later  date,  Joel’s  parallels  to  post-exilic  Malachi  can  again  be  cited.  Maries 


458 


John  Alexander  Thompson 


envisions  Joel  as  prophesying  in  Jerusalem  to  the  remaining  Jews  who  had 
not  gone  into  exile.  A  difficulty  for  Maries’s  dating  is  that  the  Temple  was 
destroyed  by  the  Chaldeans  in  587  b.c.,  but  Joel  implies  an  intact,  standing 
Temple  in  which  sacrifice  was  being  offered  (1:  9,  13;  2:  17). 

Post-Exilic  Dating 

POST-EXILIC,  BUT  NO  SPECIFIC  DATES 

The  first  of  L.  H.  Brockington’s  arguments  (cf  n.  12)  for  a  post-exilic  date 
is  that  the  Jews  have  been  scattered  in  exile  (3  [4]:  2). 

W.  T.  Smith  and  J.  Mauchline18  list  the  main  arguments  for  a  post-exilic 
date:  1)  The  Northern  Kingdom — Israel — is  not  mentioned.  Israel  has 
become  a  synonym  for  Judah  (2:  27;  3  [4]:  16).  2)  There  is  no  mention  of 
royalty  or  aristocracy.  3)  The  Temple  (1:  9,  13,  14,  16;  2:  17;  3  [4]:  5  and 
its  ritual  (1 :  9, 13;  2:  14)  are  regarded  as  very  important  elements  of  religion, 
in  contrast  to  pre-exilic  prophets  who  criticized  ritualism.  4)  The  call  to 
repentance  (2:  12)  does  not  mention  the  specific  sins  denounced  by  pre- 
exilic  prophets:  idolatry,  formalism,  sensuality,  and  oppression.  5)  The 
foreign  peoples  mentioned  (Phoenicians,  Philistines,  Egyptians,  Edomites, 
Greeks,  and  Sabeans)  do  not  include  the  Assyrians  or  the  Chaldeans,  which 
pre-exilic  prophets  mention.  6)  A  national  catastrophe  has  occurred;  the 
people  of  Yahweh  are  scattered,  and  the  land  of  Yahweh  has  been  divided 
among  foreigners  (3  [4]:  2).  7)  There  are  at  least  twenty-seven  parallels  to 
other  Old  Testament  writings,  and  it  is  likely  that  in  some  of  these  Joel 
was  the  borrower.  8)  The  vocabulary  of  the  prophet  is  late,  including  such 
Aramaisms  as  >/{/,  “lament”  (1:  8),  and  swp,  “rear”  (2:  20). 

0.  Eissfeldt19  places  1 : 1-2:  27  in  the  post-exilic  period,  but  does  not  further 
specify  the  date.  He  notes  the  failure  to  mention  the  royal  court  and  the 
Aramaisms  in  Joel.  He  also  argues  that  the  daily  offering  in  the  Temple 
(1:  9;  2:  14)  indicates  a  post-exilic  date.  As  Kapelrud  (on  1:  9)  points  out, 
1  Kings  18:  29  and  2  Kings  3:  20  show  that  the  daily  offerings  were  already 
practiced  in  pre-exilic  times. 

about  520  or  500  B.C. 

J.  M.  Myers,  in  his  commentary  on  Joel  (1959)  and  more  fully  in  his  article 
of  1962  (see  n.  3)  on  the  dating  of  Joel,  has  argued  for  a  date  about  520  b.c. 
One  of  the  important  contributions  of  Myers’  study  is  the  use  of  archeolog¬ 
ical  evidence  from  the  ancient  Near  East. 

Myers  has  assembled  a  wealth  of  archeological  evidence  for  Greek  com¬ 
mercial  relations  with  the  Near  East  from  the  eighth  century  onward. 
After  Myers’  study,  it  should  be  unnecessary  to  say,  as  did  L.  H.  Brockington 
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(see  n.  12),  without  the  benefit  of  seeing  Myers’  evidence,  that  the  selling 
of  Jews  to  the  Greek  (3  [4]:  6)  was  unlikely  before  the  fourth  century,  “when 
Greek  contact  with  Palestine  began.”  Myers  argues  that  the  prediction 
of  selling  Tyrian  and  Philistine  slaves  to  the  Sabeans  points  to  the  sixth 
century  rather  than  to  the  fifth  or  fourth  century,  when  the  leadership  in 
South  Arabia  passed  to  the  Mineans.  On  the  other  hand,  the  Sabeans  had 
been  known  to  the  Israelites  since  the  time  of  Solomon,  and  Sabean  royal 
inscriptions,20  published  since  Myers  wrote,  show  that  the  Sabean  kingdom 
continued  in  the  fifth  and  fourth  centuries  b.c.,  and  even  into  the  fifth  cen¬ 
tury  A.D. 

Myers  argues  that  Joel  2:  7,  9,  referring  to  Jerusalem’s  wall,  may  be  dated 
before  Nehemiah.  The  book  of  Nehemiah,  however,  states  that  before 
Nehemiah’s  repairs  the  wall  of  Jerusalem  was  broken  down  (1:  3;  2:  13), 
and  so  locusts  could  have  come  through  the  breaches  (Neh  4:  [1]  7)  without 
scaling  the  wall  (Joel  2:  7).  Therefore  a  date  after  Nehemiah’s  restoration 
of  the  wall  in  445  b.c.  seems  more  likely.  Haggai  and  Zechariah  make  many 
references  to  Zerubbabel  and  Joshua,  and  it  is  strange  that  Joel  does  not 
mention  these  leaders,  even  in  the  lists  of  all  the  classes  who  join  in  the 
mourning,  if  he  also  prophesied  about  520  b.c.  Also  in  520  b.c.,  the  Temple 
was  not  yet  completed,  but  Joel  implies  that  the  vestibule  and  the  Temple 
have  been  standing  for  some  time  (1:  13,  14,  16;  2:  17).  One  reason  that 
Myers  prefers  a  date  early  in  the  post-exilic  period  is  that  he  wants  to  bring 
the  references  to  the  fall  of  Jerusalem  closer  to  the  time  of  the  event  in 
587  b.c.  The  memory  of  great  events  like  the  Exodus  and  the  fall  of  Jerusa¬ 
lem  remained,  and  still  remains,  fresh  among  the  Jews.  Therefore  prophetic 
comment  on  such  events  long  after  their  occurrence  is  not  surprising. 

Myers  gives  a  careful  analysis  of  similarities  in  the  religious  situation  in 
Joel  and  in  Haggai-Zechariah;  these  similarities  help  to  establish  a  post- 
exilic  date  for  Joel.  Attention  should  be  called,  however,  to  some  significant 
differences  in  the  temper  of  religious  life  reflected  in  Haggai-Zechariah  and 
in  Joel.  Myers  rightly  says  that  in  Haggai-Zechariah,  the  priest  and  prophet 
joined  to  reestablish  the  religious  community.  In  Joel,  on  the  other  hand, 
the  religious  community  is  already  established,  and  the  priests  are  in  full 
control  of  the  religious  life.  Hag  1:  9-11  chides  the  people  for  their  indif¬ 
ference  to  the  Temple;  but  in  Joel,  the  people  are  much  concerned  with 
reestablishing  regular  sacrifices  after  they  have  been  interrupted  by  the 
locusts  and  the  drought  (1:  13,  16;  2:  14).  Probably  between  the  people’s 
indifference  to  the  cult  shown  in  Haggai  and  Mai  1:  1-14  and  the  people’s 
zeal  for  the  cult  shown  in  Joel  came  the  reforming  activities  of  Ezra  and 
Nehemiah  and  the  reestablishment  of  religious  law. 
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D.  R.  Jones21  gives  good  arguments  for  a  post-exilic  dating,  and  places 
Joel  about  or  soon  after  500  b.c.  He  puts  Joel  after  the  completion  of  the 
Temple  in  516  b.c.  and  after  Haggai  and  Zechariah,  because  Joel  shows  a 
concern  for  the  Temple  similar  to  theirs.  Joel,  he  suggests,  came  before  the 
popular  laxity  in  sacrifice  denounced  in  Mai  1 :  1-14.  It  is  more  likely  that 
Joel,  who  reflects  popular  zeal  for  proper  sacrifices,  came  after  Malachi  and 
after  the  religious  reforms  of  Ezra  and  Nehemiah. 

about  400-350  B.C. 

T.  H.  Robinson22  briefly  adduces  arguments  for  a  post-exilic  dating  of 
Joel,  and  places  Joel  1:  1-2:  27  not  before  the  fourth  century  b.c. 

T.  Chary23  votes  for  a  date  about  400  b.c.  He  criticizes  some  of  Kapelrud’s 
use  of  Ugaritic  material,  pointing  out  that  some  Hebrew  cultic  terms  similar 
to  Ugaritic  were  used  by  the  Israelites  long  before  any  of  the  dates  suggested 
for  Joel.  Therefore  Joel’s  use  of  these  terms  does  not  prove  a  pre-exilic 
date.  Chary  thinks  that  Kapelrud  underestimates  the  force  of  Joel’s  paral¬ 
lels  to  exilic  and  post-exilic  prophets.  For  example,  Joel’s  “I  am  the  Lord 
your  God  and  there  is  none  else”  (2:  27)  is  almost  certainly  a  reflection  of 
one  of  the  dominant  themes  of  Deutero- Isaiah  (Is  45:  5,  18,  22;  46:  9), 
and  Joel  2:  11,  31  [3:  4]  probably  derive  from  Mai  3:  2;  4:  5  [3:  23]. 

J.  A.  Thompson24  adds  the  following  to  the  items  already  given  as  bearing 
on  the  date  of  Joel:  1)  The  reference  to  Sidon  as  yet  to  be  judged  (3  [4]:  4) 
argues  for  a  time  before  345  b.c.,  when  Artaxerxes  III  Ochus  destroyed  the 
city  and  sold  its  inhabitants  into  slavery  (so  Diodorus  Siculus,  XIV.45). 
2)  The  omission  of  any  mention  of  Persia,  as  in  Malachi,  may  indicate  a  time 
during  the  benevolent  Persian  administration  before  Artaxerxes  Ill’s  ex¬ 
pedition  in  345  b.c.  suppressed  revolts  in  Syria.  3)  Another  late  word  used 
by  Joel  is  $lh,  “weapon”  (2:  8,  and  elsewhere  in  2  Chron  23:  10;  Neh  4: 
17,  23  [4:  11,  17];  Job  33:  18;  36:  12).  4)  In  a  full  treatment  of  Joel’s 
parallels  to  other  prophets,  Thompson  points  out  that  variations  of  the 
expression  “and  you  shall  know  that  I  am  the  Lord  your  God”  occur  over 
fifty  times  in  Ezekiel,  and  therefore  Joel  3  [4]:  17  is  probably  the  borrower 
and  is  post-exilic.  5)  Since  both  Obadiah  and  Malachi,  whom  Joel  seems 
to  quote  (see  above),  come  probably  from  the  mid-fifth  century,  allowing 
time  for  Obadiah  and  Malachi  to  be  accepted  would  likely  place  Joel  about 
400  b.c.  at  the  earliest. 

J.  Bourke25  agrees  with  Chary  in  dating  Joel  about  400  b.c.  Bourke  thinks 
that  Joel’s  eschatology  was  influenced  by  Amos,  Jeremiah,  Deuteronomy, 
and  also  exilic  Ezekiel. 

J.  Trinquet26  states  the  main  arguments  to  establish  a  date  for  Joel  in 
the  period  400  to  350  b.c. 
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W.  Neil  (see  n.  4)  gives  an  excellent  list  of  reasons  for  a  post-exilic  date 
at  the  end  of  the  fifth  or  the  beginning  of  the  fourth  century, 

E.  G.  H.  Kraeling  (1966)27  dates  Joel  1 : 1-2:  27  late  in  the  Persian  period — 
that  is,  in  the  fourth  century. 

A.  Weiser28  places  Joel  after  Nehemiah,  at  the  earliest  about  400  b.c, 

G,  F.  Wood  (see  n.  16)  gives  strong  and  comprehensive  reasons  for  dating 
Joel  between  400  and  350  b.c.  He  rightly  points  out  that  the  reference  to 
the  Greeks  as  far  away  and  as  buyers  of  slaves,  not  conquerors,  requires  a 
date  before  the  battle  of  Issus  in  333  b.c.,  after  which  Alexander  began  his 
conquests  of  Syria-Palestine. 

R.  K.  Harrison29  recognizes  the  difficulties  of  dating  Joel,  and  tends  to 
favor  a  post-exilic  date,  somewhat  before  400  b.c.  Most  scholars  would  agree 
with  his  conclusion  for  a  post-exilic  dating,  but  they  would  disagree  with  his 
concession  that  no  element  of  Joel’s  thought  is  incompatible  with  a  pre-exilic 
date.  Joel’s  zeal  for  the  cult,  his  eschatology,  and  his  exclusiveness  fit  into 
the  religious  pattern  of  the  post-exilic  rather  than  of  the  pre-exilic  period. 

F.  R.  Stephenson30  uses  astronomy  to  support  a  post-exilic  date  for  Joel. 
Stephenson  assumes  that  Joel  2:  31  [3:  4]  and  3  [4]:  15,  mentioning  the 
darkening  of  the  sun,  refer  to  an  eclipse  that  had  recently  taken  place. 
He  finds  that  between  1130  b.c.  and  300  b.c.  there  were  only  two  total 
eclipses  visible  in  Jerusalem:  on  February  29,  357  b.c.  and  July  4,  336  b.c. 
The  eclipse  of  763  b.c.,  probably  referred  to  in  Amos  8:  9,  was  only  partial 
in  Israel,  and  there  was  an  eclipse  in  402  b.c.,  which  was  total  in  Galilee, 
not  Jerusalem.  Stephenson  is  probably  right  that  Joel’s  references  to  the 
darkening  of  the  sun  were  influenced  by  eclipses.  It  should  be  noted,  how¬ 
ever,  that  Joel  predicts  the  darkening  of  the  sun  as  a  future  sign  of  the  day 
of  the  Lord,  and  that  Isaiah  also  refers  to  the  darkening  of  the  sun  as  a  sign 
of  God’s  judgment  (13:  10;  24:  23;  50:  3).  Therefore  we  cannot  be  sure  that 
Joel  was  directly  influenced  by  an  eclipse  which  he  himself  saw. 

H.  W.  Wolff  (see  n.  8)  gives  careful  and  logical  arguments  for  dating  Joel 
after  Nehemiah’s  rebuilding  of  the  wall  in  445  b.c.  (Joel  2:  7,  9)  and  before 
Artaxerxes  Ill’s  destruction  of  Sidon  about  345  b.c.  He  would  place  the 
ministry  of  Joel  in  the  first  half  of  the  fourth  century  b.c.  Wolff  suggests 
that  Joel  is  before  Amos  in  the  Hebrew  canon,  not  for  chronological  reasons 
but  because  of  the  literary  parallels:  Joel  3  [4]:  16  =  Amos  1:  2;  Joel  3  [4]: 
18  =  Amos  9:  13.  He  also  points  out  that  the  LXX  order  making  Joel 
the  fourth  of  the  Minor  Prophets  brings  together  three  prophecies  which 
are  not  dated  in  the  headings:  Joel,  Obadiah,  and  Jonah.  To  Joel’s  words 
with  only  post-exilic  parallels,  Wolff  adds  s/mft,  “foul  smell”  (2:  20,  else¬ 
where  Sir  11:  12,  Heb). 

R.  A.  Cole31  agrees  with  a  date  about  400  b.c. 
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LATE  FOURTH  OR  THIRD  CENTURIES 

T.  H.  Robinson  (see  n.  22)  dates  Joel  2:  28-3:  21  [3:  1-4:  21]  in  the  third 
century.  He  suggests  that  3  [4]:  2  may  reflect  the  carrying  away  of  Jews 
into  captivity  by  Artaxerxes  III  in  344  b.c.,  but  such  a  date  is  incompatible 
with  the  address  to  Sidon,  3  [4]:  4,  which  Artaxerxes*  army  destroyed  in 
345  b.c.  Robinson  is  certainly  right  that  this  part  of  Joel  precedes  the 
Seleucid  control  of  Palestine  (beginning  in  198  b.c.),  because  in  3  [4]:  6  the 
Greeks  are  not  yet  conquerors.  The  Greek  conquests,  however,  took  place 
in  the  latter  part  of  the  fourth  century,  and  a  third  century  dating  of  this 
part  of  Joel  is  therefore  eliminated. 

M.  Treves32  argues  for  a  date  soon  after  312  b.c.  He  gives  nine  of  the 
arguments  mentioned  above  for  the  general  post-exilic  dating  of  Joel. 
Treves  further  proposes  that  3  [4]:  2,  3,  19  refer  to  Ptolemy  I  Soter*s  capture 
of  Jerusalem  in  312  b.c.  and  the  deportation  of  Jewish  captives  to  Egypt 
as  described  by  Josephus  (Jewish  Antiquities ,  XII,  ch.  1).  Treves  associates 
this  capture  with  Ptolemy’s  second  occupation  of  Palestine  in  312  b.c., 
but  it  should  be  noted  that  some  associate  it  with  his  first  occupation  of 
Palestine  in  320  b.c.  (see  Kraeling  below).  There  are  several  difficulties 
with  Treves’  dating.  In  the  first  place,  Joel  does  not  state  or  even  imply 
that  it  was  Egypt  that  scattered  the  Jews  and  divided  their  land  (3  [4]:  2). 
Furthermore,  as  Jones  points  out  (see  n.  21),  the  Greeks  in  3  [4]:  6  are  far¬ 
away  people  who  buy  Jewish  slaves  through  the  Phoenicians  and  the 
Philistines,  not  present  conquerors  who  take  Jewish  slaves  for  themselves 
directly,  as  Ptolemy  did.  With  this  dating,  Alexander  had  already  taken 
Sidon  and  Tyre  and  had  killed  or  enslaved  the  people  of  Tyre,  and  a  refer¬ 
ence  to  future  punishment  for  these  two  cities  becomes  difficult  (3  [4]:  4r-8). 
Egypt’s  shedding  innocent  Jewish  blood  (3  [4]:  19)  could  refer  to  Pharaoh 
Neco’s  victory  over  Judah  and  killing  of  Josiah  in  609  b.c.,  an  event  which 
was  still  lamented  by  the  Jews  in  post-exilic  times  (2  Chron  35:  25). 

G.  M.  Rinaldi33  suggests  that  Joel  prophesied  at  the  end  of  the  Persian 
period  or,  better,  at  the  beginning  of  the  Greek  period.  As  pointed  out  above, 
the  reference  to  Sidon  (3  [4]:  4)  disagrees  with  such  a  late  dating,  and  the 
reference  to  the  faraway  Greeks  (3  [4]:  6)  cannot  be  squared  with  a  date 
after  Alexander’s  conquests.  Rinaldi  gives  a  valuable  critical  survey  of 
some  recent  writers  on  the  date  of  Joel  (Kapelrud,  Treves,  Chary,  Bourke). 

0.  Eissfeldt  (see  n.  19)  places  Joel  2:  28-3:  21  [3:  1-4:  21]  in  the  fourth 
or  third  century.  Arguments  against  a  late  fourth  or  third  century  dating 
are  given  above. 

E.  G.  H.  Kraeling’s  (see  n.  21)  dating  of  Joel  2:  28-3:  21  [3:  1^4:  21] 
about  300  b.c.  is  open  to  the  objections  given  above.  Kraeling  thinks  that 
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the  enslavement  of  the  Jews  and  the  partitioning  of  their  land  (3  [4]:  2-6) 
took  place  in  connection  with  Ptolemy  I  Soter’s  first  occupation  of  Palestine. 

After  considering  the  above  variety  of  opinion  on  the  date  of  Joel,  some 
may  be  tempted  to  agree  with  the  medieval  Jewish  commentator  Ibn 
Ezra,  who  said  that  we  have  no  way  of  knowing  Joel’s  time.  Although  a 
few  uphold  a  pre-exilic  date,  and — at  the  opposite  extreme — a  few  date 
Joel  in  the  Greek  period,  the  majority  of  scholars  in  the  past  twenty  years 
place  Joel  in  the  post-exilic  period.  Even  those  who  disagree  with  Kapel- 
rud’s  conclusion  will  agree  with  his  principle:  “Only  a  collective  view  of  the 
whole,  particularly  against  the  religio-historical  background,  can  constitute 
a  foundation  for  the  placing  of  Joel  in  history.”34  If  one  considered  the 
factor  of  vigorous  poetic  style  alone,  one  might  place  Joel  in  the  pre-exilic 
period.  All  factors  considered — the  historical  allusions,  the  religious  situa¬ 
tion,  the  vocabulary,  and  the  parallels  which  probably  influenced  Joel — 
have  led  most  recent  scholars  to  date  Joel  between  400  and  350  b.c. 
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The  Future  of  the  Qumran  Scrolls 


Tourists  from  all  over  the  world  continue  to  flock  to  the  unique, 
cave-simulated  Shrine  of  the  Book  situated  on  the  southwest  extension  of 
modern  Jerusalem  opposite  the  new  Hebrew  University.  They  go  to  see 
the  famed  Qumran  Scrolls.  I  have  noticed  that  many  a  visitor  stands  in 
almost  reverent  silence  before  the  glass-enclosed,  soft-lighted  cases  where 
the  ancient  inscribed  leather  scrolls  and  fragments  have  been  beautifully 
displayed. 

Centered  directly  beneath  the  shrine’s  dome,  which  is  shaped  like  one  of 
the  fifty  jar  covers  discovered  in  Qumran  Cave  I  in  1949,  and  dominating 
the  entire  exhibit  is  a  great  cylinder  more  than  twenty-five  feet  in  circum¬ 
ference  for  displaying  the  great  Isaiah  Scroll  (lQIsa),  the  oldest  extant 
book  of  the  Bible.  The  mounting  is  so  designed  that  should  an  emergency 
arise,  the  cylinder  could  be  lowered  into  a  rock-cut  cave  below.  One  is 
immediately  impressed  by  the  prodigious  lengths  to  which  scholars  and 
builders  have  gone  to  exhibit  with  artistic  decor  and  academic  dignity  this 
priceless  heritage  from  biblical  history. 

On  entering  the  shrine  in  June,  1966,  I  was  shocked  rather  than  impressed 
by  the  exhibit.  It  was  not,  however,  for  lack  of  appreciation  of  the  archi¬ 
tectural  and  scientific  artistry,  but  because  of  an  immediate  awareness  that 
the  scrolls,  especially  the  great  Isaiah  Scroll,  revealed  distinct  evidences  of 
marked  deterioration.  Even  though  many  years  had  elapsed  since  my 
previous  close  study  of  the  scrolls,  I  became  alarmed  over  the  distinctly 
apparent  darkening  of  the  leather,  over  which  I  had  labored  in  1948  and 
1949.  The  text  was  by  no  means  as  readable  as  I  remembered  it  then. 
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Through  the  examination  of  the  condition  of  many  of  the  Qumran  docu¬ 
ments,  it  has  become  clear  that  as  leather  deteriorates,  it  darkens  until  it 
is  reduced  to  a  deep  amber-colored  gelatinous  mass  not  unlike  hardened 
glue.  Then,  when  subjected  to  high  humidity  or  excessive  moisture,  it 
begins  to  act  like  glue  and,  finally,  gradually  evaporates.  It  was  this  ad¬ 
vanced  state  of  disintegration  of  some  of  the  leather  fragments  that  was 
mistakenly  called  “pitch”  in  the  early  days  of  the  scroll  discovery.1  The 
oldest  fragment  from  all  eleven  Qumran  caves,  4QExf,  to  judge  from  its 
paleography,2  is  so  darkened  that  its  text  cannot  be  seen  at  all  with  the 
naked  eye.  It  can,  however,  be  seen  by  holding  it  before  a  strong  light,  for 
the  leather  is  somewhat  translucent.  Infrared  film,  fortunately,  produced 
a  fairly  readable  photograph  of  the  text,  according  to  Frank  Cross,  who 
is  preparing  its  publication.3 

If  deterioration  of  the  scrolls  is  so  marked  after  less  than  two  dozen  years 
since  the  first  discovery  in  the  winter  of  1946^17, 4  the  future  of  the  Qumran 
Scrolls  becomes  a  matter  of  major  concern.  Will  all  the  scrolls  in  time  be 
reduced  to  a  blackened  gelatinous  mass  that  will  gradually  evaporate  into 
thin  air?5 

During  an  interview  with  Yigael  Yadin  in  Israel,  I  expressed  my  concern; 
and  Yadin  agreed  that  many  others  shared  this  same  alarm.  Many  con¬ 
sultations  with  scientific  experts  had  already  been  held  to  discuss  and  analyze 
the  problem.  A  larger  effort  was  even  then  being  planned  for  the  fall  of 
1966  to  bring  together  experts  from  all  over  the  world  to  focus  their  tech¬ 
nical  knowledge  on  this  archeological  riddle.  Thus,  I  left  Israel  with  the 
assurance  that  if  modern  science  possesses  the  skills,  the  Qumran  Scrolls 
will  be  assured  preservation  for  future  generations  to  view  in  the  Shrine 
of  the  Book.6 

To  trace  the  history  of  the  disintegration  of  the  scrolls,  it  is  necessary  to 
recall  at  least  two  factors  which  preceded  the  deposit  in  ancient  times: 
1)  The  long  usage  of  lQIsa  in  the  Qumran  Community  left  its  special  im¬ 
pact  upon  that  scroll  in  the  form  of  darkening  of  the  back  of  the  scroll  from 
the  many  hands  that  held  it  during  reading;  then  too,  there  were  the  many 
ancient  repairs.  These  were  features  noted  in  the  earliest  reports.7  2)  The 
evidence  of  violent  treatment  of  many  of  the  scrolls  prior  to  their  deposit 
has  also  been  noted  with:  1QH,  one  section  of  which  was  discovered  in  a 
severely  twisted  condition;  lQIsb,  the  condition  of  which  may  have  been 
the  result  of  violent  abuse8;  lQDana*  b  and  lQPrayers,  which  reveal  clearly 
violent  treatment  in  ancient  times9;  and  numerous  cases  among  the  Cave 
IV  fragments.10 

During  nineteen  centuries  in  the  caves,  the  scrolls  seem  to  have  suffered 
proportionately  less  disintegration  than  either  before  their  deposit  or  since 
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their  discovery.  The  exact  degree  of  loss  from  the  ravages  of  time  cannot, 
of  course,  be  known,  as  a  result  of  the  conditions  under  which  the  discovery 
was  made  by  those  unconcerned  with  academic  matters.  Those  scrolls  which 
had  the  good  fortune  to  remain  in  their  jars  apparently  suffered  the  least. 
It  is  my  opinion  that  the  only  way  to  account  for  the  splendid  condition 
of  lQIsa,  IQS,  and  perhaps  lQpHab,  1QM,  llQPss,  and  a  few  others  over 
so  many  years  is  that  the  jars  in  which  they  were  stored  remained  intact. 
The  fact  that  many  large  rocks  fell  from  the  ceiling  of  Cave  I  during  the 
centuries  may  account  for  the  unfortunate  condition  of  many  of  the  other 
scrolls  from  that  cave.11  It  is  reasonable  to  suppose  that  the  serious  con¬ 
dition  of  those  which  display  violent  treatment  (such  as  1QH,  lQDana*  b, 
lQPrayers)  may  have  resulted  from  hasty  and  unprotected  deposit  in  the 
cave  about  a.d.  70,  thus  exposing  them  more  fully  to  the  elements.  It  is 
difficult,  to  be  sure,  to  go  much  beyond  speculation  concerning  the  causes 
of  the  condition  of  each  piece  when  discovered,  but  the  variations  are  ex¬ 
tensive. 

It  will  doubtless  never  be  known  how  many  scrolls  and  fragments  have 
been  lost  for  all  time  as  a  result  of  the  discovery  and  handling  of  most  of 
them  by  the  Ta*amireh  Bedouins  and  the  merchants  who  were  consulted 
or  acted  as  mediators.  Only  a  few  details  about  their  condition  in  this  period 
of  the  history  of  the  scrolls  have  been  documented.  From  my  interviews 
with  the  three  Bedouins  who  discovered  the  first  three  scrolls,12  I  was  able 
to  confirm  that  lQIsa  had  a  sheet  of  uninscribed  leather  which  formed  a 
cover  and  that  it  was  broken  apart  and  lost  during  the  time  the  scroll  was 
carried  about.13  From  examination  of  the  many  lacunae  along  the  lower 
edge  of  lQIsa  it  was  clearly  apparent  that  most  of  those  breaks  occurred 
during  the  time  the  scroll  was  in  their  hands  and  prior  to  February  19, 
1948,  when  I  first  examined  it.  The  Bedouins  readily  admitted  that  they 
had  stretched  the  scroll  to  its  full  length  in  one  of  their  tents  on  at  least 
one  occasion.  Beyond  these  meager  bits  of  evidence,  however,  very  little 
could  be  gleaned  from  the  Bedouins.14  John  Allegro  has  claimed  that  some 
large  fragments  of  scrolls  from  Cave  I  were  buried  by  Khalil  Eskander  Shahin 
(Kando)  in  his  backyard  in  Bethlehem,  only  to  find  later  that  the  damp 
soil  had  reduced  them  to  worthless  gluey  lumps.16  If  this  undocumented 
story  is  reliable,  it  would  demonstrate  the  rapidity  with  which  moisture 
may  affect  the  disintegration  of  these  documents,  for  they  could  not  have 
remained  in  Kando’s  backyard  longer  than  six  months,  judging  by  the  rapidly 
developing  scroll  events  at  the  end  of  1948  and  following.16 

Once  the  first  four  scrolls  reached  the  hands  of  the  Assyrian  Orthodox 
Community  of  Saint  Mark’s  in  Jerusalem  in  July,  1947,  a  somewhat  better 
handling  can  be  assumed.  At  least,  they  were  wrapped  in  newspapers  and 
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kept  together  in  a  leather  satchel17  Nevertheless,  some  fragments  along 
the  lower  margin  of  lQIsa  crumbled  away  from  that  scroll,  for  I  found  nu¬ 
merous  pieces  in  the  satchel  when  I  began  to  repair  the  scroll  preparatory 
to  photographing  it  on  February  21,  1948.18  Apparently  some  attempts  to 
repair  the  Isaiah  Scroll  had  been  made  by  either  Kando  or  the  Assyrians, 
for  at  several  points  pieces  of  paper  had  been  attached  on  the  back  of  the 
scroll  to  strengthen  particularly  fragile  areas.19 

Despite  all  the  care  that  was  exercised  with  the  scrolls  from  February,  1948 
on,  at  least  one  small  piece  crumbled  away  unnoticed  even  at  the  time 
lQIsa  was  being  photographed.  When  studying  the  color  transparency  of 
col.  XLVIII  recently,  I  discovered  a  stray  bit  of  leather  with  an  upside- 
down  * aleph  obscuring  the  final  taw  of  ntybwt  in  line  eight  of  the  column. 
The  fragment  measured  only  3  by  8  mm.  Tracing  it  through  earlier  photo¬ 
graphs,  I  found  it  on  one  negative  on  the  left  margin  of  col.  XLVI  between 
lines  7  and  8, 20  and  finally  discovered  it  on  the  negative  made  on  February  21, 
1948,  folded  over  and  partly  obscuring  a  yodh  in  the  third  line  of  col.  LII 
through  which  ran  a  crack.  It  thus  proved  to  be  the  * aleph  from  the  word 
*S  in  Is  65:  5.21  One  very  small  gap  in  the  great  Isaiah  Scroll  can  therefore 
be  restored  from  photographs,  though  it  is  missing  from  the  original. 

Some  concerns  were  felt  for  the  preservation  of  the  Cave  I  scrolls  as  they 
were  carried  about  to  several  exhibitions  during  1949  and  1950  and  during 
their  stay  in  a  bank  vault  in  New  Jersey,  where  variations  in  temperature 
and  humidity  could  be  encountered.22  With  the  sale  of  the  Saint  Mark’s 
scrolls  to  Israel  in  1954,  they  were  returned  to  Jerusalem;  but  variations  in 
temperature  and  humidity  were  destined  to  continue  to  affect  the  scrolls, 
even  there,  despite  the  greater  care  given  them.  It  is  my  conviction,  on 
the  basis  of  the  evidence,  that  high  and  varying  humidity  has  been  the 
primary  cause  of  the  obvious  disintegration  of  the  scrolls.  The  authorities 
in  Israel  claim  that  it  is  light  and  exposure  to  air  (oxidation?)  that  have 
been  primary  offenders,  but  the  evidence  is  persuasive  that  moisture  changes 
have  been  the  major  cause.23 

Any  traveler  to  the  Qumran  cave  area  is  immediately  aware  of  the  ex¬ 
tremely  low  level  of  humidity  encountered  there,  except  during  the  very 
short  and  sporadic  rainy  season  during  the  winter  months.24  Considering 
the  orientation  of  Caves  land  XI,  from  which  the  best-preserved  MSS  have 
been  recovered,  it  is  understandable  why  moisture  would  affect  the  contents 
of  those  caves  less  than  it  would  the  others  with  more  exposed  entrances. 
Destruction  from  vermin,  however,  is  quite  another  matter,  and  apparently 
was  a  major  loss  factor  for  scrolls  in  all  the  caves.25 

I  have  no  frame  of  reference  for  judging  the  effects  of  the  past  two  decades 
on  the  multitude  of  fragments  housed  in  the  Palestine  Archeological  Museum 
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and  the  Amman  Museum,  but  Frank  Cross  has  mentioned  in  private  con¬ 
versation  that  evidence  for  disintegration  of  these  fragments  is  an  equal 
cause  for  concern.  The  problems  relative  to  the  discovery,  retrieval,  and 
probable  losses  of  this  material  from  Caves  I,  II,  IV,  and  XI  are  well  known.26 

Before  lQIsa  was  mounted  on  the  cylinder  in  the  Shrine  of  the  Book, 
it  was  strengthened  against  crumbling  with  a  very  fine  nylon  netting,  which 
was  apparent  to  the  viewer  only  on  close  examination.  It  doubtless  served 
an  important  function,  but  would  have  no  value  against  damage  caused  by 
humidity,  air,  or  light.  In  the  meantime,  however,  the  whole  shrine  has 
been  air-conditioned  and  humidity-controlled,  which  should  contribute  signif¬ 
icantly  to  assuring  a  future  to  the  scrolls  contained  therein.  Since  it  is 
believed  by  the  experts  that  light  is  an  important  factor,  that  problem  has 
also  been  carefully  studied  and  adjusted,  according  to  the  curator.27 

Having  become  aware  of  the  problem  of  accelerated  disintegration  of  the 
scrolls  since  their  discovery,  I  was  prompted  to  seek  ways  to  preserve  all 
the  negatives,  and  especially  the  color  transparencies,  of  the  Cave  I  scrolls 
and  fragments  which  I  had  recorded  in  1948-49.  Even  negatives  are  vulner¬ 
able,  unless  “archival  quality”  treatment  is  given  them  at  the  time  they 
are  processed.28  But  the  dyes  used  in  color  films,  as  indicated  by  their  manu¬ 
facturers  on  every  package,  are  far  more  vulnerable  to  the  ravages  of  time 
than  are  leather  documents.  The  preservation  of  color  films  therefore  poses 
another  problem  for  the  future  of  the  scrolls. 

On  a  recent  examination  of  the  color  transparencies  made  in  Jerusalem 
in  1948  from  three  Cave  I  scrolls,  I  detected  evidence  of  some  loss  of  color, 
especially  in  those  transparencies  which  had  been  occasionally  removed 
from  their  storage  container  and  subjected  to  light.  Efforts  to  preserve 
these  materials  have  therefore  been  vigorously  pursued.  Each  color  trans¬ 
parency  has  now  been  duplicated  on  fresh  color  film  by  a  process  aimed 
at  restoring  whatever  loss  of  color  could  be  detected.  In  addition,  a  set 
of  color  negatives  has  been  produced  from  the  transparencies.29  A  new  set 
of  black-and-white  negatives  has  also  been  produced  from  them  by  a  special 
process  to  be  described  elsewhere.30  Several  sets  of  “archival  quality” 
natural-sized  enlargements  have  been  prepared,  and  all  the  photographic 
materials  have  been  housed  in  a  special  safe  under  controlled  humidity 
conditions.31  No  longer  will  any  of  the  original  color  transparencies  be 
released  to  publishers  for  reproduction,  but,  instead,  color  duplicates  will 
be  provided  as  needed.32 

Ultimate  preservation  of  the  color  reproductions  of  the  scrolls  as  they 
appeared  in  1948,  however,  can  best  be  accomplished  only  through  high 
quality  publication,  using  separation  negatives  and  four-color  plates  printed 
on  the  best  and  most  durable  papers.  It  was  for  this  goal  that  I  pressed 


Two  photographs  of  the  same  section  of  lQDan15.  The  left  one  was  taken  by  the  author  in  1949  (©  John  C.  Trever, 
1964).  The  right  one,  taken  about  1965  and  reprinted  here  by  courtesy  of  his  Grace,  Archbishop  Athanasius  Y.  Samuel, 
was  published  in  A.  Y.  Samuel,  The  Treasure  of  Qumran,  Philadelphia,  Westminster,  1966,  p.  205. 
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the  ASOR  on  my  return  from  Palestine  in  1966.  It  is  good  to  report  that 
such  a  volume,  entitled  Scrolls  from  Qumran  Cave  I:  The  Great  Isaiah  Scroll , 
The  Order  of  the  Community ,  The  Pesher  to  Habakkuk ,  appeared  in  late  1972. 
A  companion  volume,  to  include  many  additional  color  reproductions  from 
my  Qumran  Cave  I  materials,  will  be  issued  later  from  the  Dead  Sea 
Scroll  Research  and  Preservation  Center  recently  established  at  Baldwin- 
Wallace  College  to  pursue  these  matters  in  the  future.33  Despite  the  splendid 
series  of  DJD  published  by  Oxford  University  and  the  volumes  produced 
by  the  Hebrew  University,  it  should  be  the  objective  of  those  who  control 
the  rest  of  the  Qumran  materials  to  follow  a  similar  publishing  procedure 
in  full  color  with  at  least  the  most  important  of  all  the  other  Qumran  Scrolls.84 
Obviously,  such  a  procedure  would  involve  great  expenditures,  for  which 
budgets  are  lacking,  but  worldwide  concern  could  solve  that  dilemma. 

The  most  startling  and  yet  instructive  illustration  of  Qumran  Scroll 
deterioration  became  evident  with  a  publication  by  the  former  owner  of 
some  of  the  Cave  I  scrolls,  A.  Y.  Samuel.35  In  an  appendix  to  his  auto¬ 
biography,  he  included  reproductions  of  some  Qumran  fragments  which 
he  has  continued  to  retain  in  his  possession— namely,  lQDana»b  lQPrayers, 
lQ19blB  (a  fragment  of  the  “Book  of  Noah”  material  related  to  Enoch),  and 
plQ70bls  (the  largest  piece  of  papyrus  recovered  from  Cave  I).86  Having 
labored  patiently  to  separate  the  matted  mass  of  nine  layers  of  leather,  in 
which  form  most  of  these  same  fragments  were  first  handed  to  me  in  Feb¬ 
ruary,  1949, 37  1  was  immediately  struck  by  the  severe  extent  of  deterioration 
the  intervening  seventeen  years  had  produced.  From  photographs  taken 
in  both  black-and-white  and  color  at  each  step  in  the  process  of  separating 
and  assembling  the  fragments  in  April,  1949,  it  is  now  apparent  that  large 
gaps  have  developed  in  the  original  pieces  where  previously  the  text  had 
been  extant.  Fortunately,  these  areas  are  preserved  on  the  photographs. 
Notice  the  striking  difference,  produced  by  exposure  over  a  period  of  time, 
in  two  photographs  of  the  same  fragment  in  the  illustration  opposite. 

There  were  several  points  on  these  fragments,  however,  where  no  attempt 
was  made  to  separate  them,  because  of  the  lack  of  time  and  technical 
resources.  Through  the  years  it  was  hoped  that  further  details  might  be 
recovered  from  these  fragments  with  more  careful  treatment.  All  these 
points  have  now  disintegrated  away,  with  complete  loss  of  these  details.38 

Deterioration  of  the  scrolls  which  is  beyond  the  control  of  modern  technol¬ 
ogy  is  one  thing,  but  the  kind  of  deterioration  exhibited  in  the  Samuel 
volume  is  a  warning  about  what  may  be  expected  for  the  future  of  the  scrolls 
if  scientific  attention  to  their  care  is  not  provided.  In  view  of  the  fact  that 
these  fragments  have  not  been  exhibited  often  or  extensively  and  thus  not 
subjected  to  light  and  air,  but  have  been  kept  largely  in  a  bank  vault, 
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it  seems  likely  that  the  cause  of  their  disintegration  is  high  humidity,  for 
which  the  New  Jersey  area,  where  they  are  kept,  is  well  known.  From  their 
photographic  reproduction  in  the  Samuel  volume,  it  is  apparent  that  not 
only  have  many  areas  of  these  fragments  been  further  reduced  to  the  state 
of  gelatinous  “glue”  but  also  other  areas  have  now  evaporated  away,  leaving 
only  gaps  where  before  there  had  been  darkened  leather.  Since  I  returned 
the  fragments  to  Samuel  on  December  3,  1949,  and  at  that  time  they  re¬ 
vealed  no  sign  of  new  disintegration,  all  this  radical  change  took  place 
between  then  and  whenever  the  photographs  were  made  that  were  published 
in  1966— or  less  than  seventeen  years. 

It  will  be  noted  that  the  piece  of  papyrus  which  was  published  on  page 
208  of  Samuel's  book  shows  no  change  from  the  photograph  made  by  me 
in  April,  1949, 39  which  may  indicate  that  papyrus  is  far  less  affected  by 
moisture— or  whatever  the  basic  cause  of  disintegration  may  be— than  is 
leather. 

The  evidence  from  Samuel’s  volume  should  serve  as  a  warning  to  any 
traveler  to  the  Near  East  who  may  have  secured  fragments  of  Qumran 
materials  through  devious  channels  in  order  to  secure  unique  “souvenirs,” 
that  their  future  is  short-lived  except  with  the  most  exacting  attention 
to  technical  matters  of  their  preservation.  Those  who  do  possess  such  frag¬ 
ments  should,  rather,  turn  them  over  to  competent  authorities.  The  future 
of  even  the  best-cared-for  scrolls,  indeed,  may  be  problematic  without  even 
better  and  probably  extremely  costly  techniques  of  storage  and  exhibition. 

Notes 

1  The  only  evidences  of  which  I  am  aware  that  an  actual  “glue”  was  used  by  the  men  of 
Qumran  are  those  which  appear  at  the  joining  point  of  columns  XL  III  and  XL  IV  of 
lQI$a  and  the  less  apparent  adhesive  used  for  the  repairs  on  the  back  of  the  same  scroll 
(cf  cols.  I- IV,  XVIII-XIX,  XXV,  etc.).  For  a  scientific  note  on  the  disintegration  of 
the  leather,  see  D.  Barth&emy  and  J.  T.  Milik,  DJD:  I,  Oxford,  Clarendon  Press,  1955, 
p.  40.  For  some  illustrations  of  disintegrated  leather,  see  J.  C.  Trever,  “Completion  of 
the  Publication  of  Some  Fragments  from  Qumran  Cave  I,”  RQ  19  (Nov.,  1965),  336  and 
plates  II  and  VII:  b,  c. 

2  Frank  M.  Cross,  “The  Development  of  the  Jewish  Scripts,”  in  G.  Ernest  Wright, 
ed.,  The  Bible  and  the  Ancient  Near  East ,  Doubleday,  Anchor  Books  edition,  1965,  p.  179 
and  p.  175,  fig.  1,  line  3. 

3  The  next  oldest  fragments — 4QSamb  and  4QJera — reveal  their  script  fairly  well 
despite  their  very  dark  leather.  Since  infrared  photographs  recover  the  text  remarkably 
well  from  these  very  disintegrated  fragments,  their  publication  fails  to  reveal  the  actual 
state  of  the  leather  on  which  they  are  inscribed.  Frank  Cross’  publication  of  4QSamb  in 
JBL  74:  3  (Sept.,  1955),  opp.  p.  151,  for  instance,  hardly  reveals  the  almost  black  con¬ 
dition  of  the  originals  at  the  time  of  their  discovery  (but  compare  John  M.  Allegro,  The 
People  of  the  Dead  Sea  Scrolls ,  Garden  City,  Doubleday,  1958,  plate  64).  A  good  way 
to  observe  the  process  of  disintegration  of  leather  is  to  examine  the  entire  lQIsa  ScroU 
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and  1QM.  Both  scrolls  are  very  dark  at  the  beginning,  which  formed  the  outside  layers 
of  the  scrolls  during  the  centuries  in  the  cave;  toward  the  center  of  each,  the  leather  is 
lighter,  until  it  becomes  a  cream  white  or  light  tan  toward  the  end.  It  is  obvious  that  the 
nearer  the  leather  was  to  exposure  to  air  in  the  cave,  the  more  rapid  was  its  disintegration. 

4  For  the  evidence  regarding  this  date  for  the  discovery,  see  J.  C.  Trever,  The  Untold 
Story  of  Qumran  (hereafter  USQ),  Old  Tappan,  Revell,  1965,  pp.  103-4,  194-96.  The 
information  given  there  modifies  somewhat  that  which  appeared  in  J.  C.  Trever,  “When 
Was  Qumran  Cave  I  Discovered?”,  i?Q  9  (Feb.,  1961),  135-41. 

5  See  above,  pp.  471  f. 

8  Since  1966,  various  reports  have  reached  me  about  the  presence  or  absence  of  the 
Isaiah  Scroll  in  the  shrine  exhibit.  Some  have  said  they  saw  a  facsimile  there;  others 
claim  to  have  seen  the  original.  A  letter,  dated  September  28,  1970,  from  a  friend  just 
returned  from  Israel,  says,  “Unfortunately,  the  Isaiah  Scroll  was  not  on  exhibit,  but  there 
was  a  note  that  it  had  been  removed  for  repairs.”  A  letter,  dated  December  23,  1970, 
from  Magen  Broshi,  curator  of  the  shrine,  says  that  the  Isaiah  Scroll  is  being  kept  in 
“a  safe  storage.”  He  continues  by  saying  that  “in  a  few  weeks  we  intend  to  return  one 
sheet  for  exhibition.” 

7  See  BASOR  111  (Oct.,  1948),  5-6.  As  has  already  been  pointed  out  in  my  “lQDana, 
the  Latest  of  the  Qumran  Manuscripts,”  RQ  26  (April,  1970),  285,  it  is  more  than  likely 
that  lQIsa  was  deposited  in  Cave  I  long  before  the  demise  of  the  community  about  a.d. 
70,  judging  from  these  evidences  of  disintegration  in  ancient  times  and  other  factors. 

8  E.  L.  Sukenik,  The  Dead  Sea  Scrolls  of  the  Hebrew  University,  Jerusalem,  Magnes 
Press,  1955,  figs.  14  and  10,  respectively. 

9  See  J.  C.  Trever,  RQ  19  (Nov.,  1965),  326  f.  and  plate  II. 

10  See  John  M.  Allegro,  op.  cit.,  plates  47-48. 

11  The  appearance  of  lQApocGen  may  be  accounted  for  on  such  a  basis,  since  one  part 
of  the  tightly  rolled  scroll  appears  to  have  been  exposed  to  air  and  humidity,  perhaps 
as  a  result  of  its  jar  having  been  broken. 

12  USQ  (see  fn.  4),  pp.  103-6,  169-71  and  indicated  notes. 

13  Ibid.,  p.  196,  note  19. 

14  Just  when  IQS  was  divided  into  two  parts  between  cols.  VII  and  VIII  could  not  be 
determined  from  the  interviews.  See  ibid.,  p.  196,  note  20. 

15  The  Dead  Sea  Scrolls,  Baltimore,  Penguin  Books,  1956,  p.  19. 

10  See  USQ,  pp.  146  and  204,  note  9,  where  1  challenge  Allegro’s  chronology  for  this 
event.  G.  L.  Harding,  in  DJD:  I,  p.  4,  assumes  that  the  additional  fragments  secured 
by  Yusef  Saad  from  Kando  were  a  part  of  the  original  find,  thus  ignoring  the  Assyrian 
“clandestine  excavation”  in  the  fall  of  1948,  when  much  additional  material  apparently 
was  secured  from  Cave  I. 

17  They  also  reversed  lQIsa,  so  that  its  more  fragile  beginning  was  at  the  center  of  the 
roll.  For  the  record  of  these  scrolls  during  this  period  see  USQ,  pp.  107-10,  112-13. 

18  These  bits  of  uninscribed  fragments,  some  thread  and  repair  material,  mostly  from 
lQIsa  (one  tiny  piece  from  IQS,  and  four  pieces  of  lQApocGen,  plus  one  gelatinous  mass 
with  some  linen  cloth  attached)  have  been  carefully  preserved  by  me. 

19  See  USQ,  plate  facing  p.  49  (reproduction  of  lQIsa,  cols.  XXXII-XXXIII),  where 
such  a  repair  appears  at  the  extreme  left  on  the  back  of  col.  XXXIV. 

20  This  was  the  13  x  18  cm  negative  made  on  outdated  portrait  film  (cf  USQ,  pp.  78  f.). 

21  The  fragment  failed  to  appear  at  all  in  The  Dead  Sea  Scrolls  of  St.  Mark's  Monastery, 
New  Haven,  ASOR,  1950;  for  there  col.  LII  was  printed  from  a  negative  made  in  April,  1949, 
after  the  scroll  had  arrived  in  the  United  States  and  the  fragment  had  disappeared  entirely. 
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22  The  Isaiah  Scroll  was  frequently  unrolled  for  publicity  purposes  in  connection  with 
the  exhibits,  sometimes  without  proper  caution.  See  frontispiece  to  A.  Y.  Samuel's 
Treasure  of  Qumran ,  Philadelphia,  Westminster  Press,  1966;  also  pp.  188  and  190. 

23  See  below. 

24  H.  J.  Plenderleith,  a  renowned  expert  on  the  preservation  of  antiquities,  once  told 
me  that  he  believed  the  humidity  conditions  at  the  Qumran  Caves  were  equal  to,  or  even 
lower  than,  those  in  the  Faiydm  of  Egypt,  whence  such  an  abundance  of  ancient  papyrus 
has  been  recovered.  Yigael  Yadin  remarked  facetiously  at  the  close  of  an  interview  with 
me  in  1966  that  perhaps  the  only  solution  to  the  preservation  of  the  scrolls  was  to  return 
them  to  the  caves.  The  projected  plans  of  the  Jordanians  to  build  a  museum  for  the 
scrolls  near  the  site  of  Khirbet  Qumran  held  real  merit  in  this  regard. 

25  The  deep  scallops  which  are  so  prominent  along  the  edges  of  IQS,  lQpHab,  1QM, 
and  HQPss  were  apparently  the  result  of  this  cause. 

26  John  Allegro,  op.  cit.  (1964  ed.),  pp.  27-51. 

27  I  do  not  know  whether  or  not  similar  precautions  have  been  applied  to  the  vast  col¬ 
lection  of  Cave  IV  fragments  and  the  other  materials  in  the  Palestine  Archeological 
Museum,  but  the  authorities  are  now  alerted  to  the  needs.  The  materials  in  the  Amman 
Museum  may  have  an  advantage,  since  the  problem  of  high  humidity  is  not  so  serious 
there.  Jordanian  officials  should  be  alerted,  if  they  have  not  been  already,  to  the  factor 
of  the  effect  of  light  upon  inscribed  fragments  in  their  exhibit. 

28  The  ASOR  has  returned  all  the  negative  materials  to  me  for  proper  attention  to 
their  preservation. 

29  Color  negatives,  technically  called  “intemegatives,”  are  valuable  for  producing  better 
quality  display  color  prints. 

80  See  Scrolls  from  Qumrdn  Cave  J,  p.  8,  n.  9. 

31  While  the  scrolls  and  fragments  themselves  need  a  humidity  range  of  about  5  to 
10  percent  for  best  preservation,  the  photographic  materials  survive  best  in  a  range  of 
30  to  40  percent. 

32  Unfortunately,  this  policy  was  not  applied  soon  enough,  for  the  original  transparency 
of  lQIsa,  col.  XL  IX  was  lost  while  in  the  hands  of  a  publisher  in  1951.  With  every  dupli¬ 
cate  made  from  a  color  transparency,  there  is  a  slight  loss  in  definition,  which  increases 
in  succeeding  generations  of  duplicates.  This  procedure  is  therefore  by  no  means  a  per¬ 
manent  solution  for  preservation.  A  few  black-and-white  negatives  also  were  lost  and/or 
damaged  during  the  years.  Substitute  negatives  have  been  prepared  from  the  color 
transparencies  in  these  cases. 

33  The  first  project  of  the  new  center  has  been  to  produce  a  high  quality  microfilm  which 
includes  all  the  texts  from  Cave  I  whose  photographs  are  under  my  control.  On  a  good 
microfilm  reader,  the  texts  can  be  read  from  this  film  with  great  ease,  for  they  project 
to  twice  the  size  of  the  originals. 

34  Admittedly,  some  of  the  scrolls  that  can  be  recovered  only  with  infrared  film  would 
not  make  satisfactory  color  reproductions. 

36  The  Treasure  of  Qumran:  My  Story  of  the  Dead  Sea  Scrollst  Philadelphia,  Westminster 
Press,  1966. 

38  Apparently  the  photographs  reproduced  there  were  made  about  1965. 

37  See  J.  C.  Trever,  RQ  19  (Nov.,  1965),  plates  II  and  VII. 

38  Compare  the  photograph  on  page  190  of  A.  Y.  Samuel's  book,  which  illustrates  the  con¬ 
dition  of  the  fragments  when  exhibited  at  the  Oriental  Institute  of  the  University  of  Chicago 
in  December,  1950,  with  the  appearance  of  the  same  fragments  in  the  appendix  to  the  book. 

39  See  J.  C.  Trever,  RQ  19  (Nov.,  1965),  plate  VII. 
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History  and  Kerygma  in  the 
Old  Testament 


Recently,  in  criticizing  a  book  dealing  with  some  aspects  of  the 
contemporary  theological  posture,  a  reviewer1  commented  on  its  author’s 
alleged 

preoccupation  .  .  .  with  trying  to  make  sense  out  of  biblical  passages  for 
modern  man.  A  common  reaction  among  the  young  would  certainly  be: 
“So  what?  If  it  makes  sense,  fine;  but  if  it  doesn't  say  anything  to  us, 
don't  try  to  twist  it  for  the  sake  of  saving  it.”  .  .  .  Instead  of  “reinterpret¬ 
ing,”  why  not  move  on? 

This  kind  of  question  is  being  raised  more  and  more  these  days,  and— such 
is  the  erosion  of  the  common  ground  on  which  theology  once  stood— it 
is  becoming  increasingly  harder  to  answer  in  terms  that  are  mutually  in¬ 
telligible.  The  biblical  theologian— by  which  I  mean  here  simply  the  theo¬ 
logian  who  takes  the  biblical  word  as  his  point  de  depart ,  who  would  define 
the  theological  task  as  having  an  initial  stage  at  least  in  “trying  to  make 
sense  out  of  biblical  passages  for  modern  man,”  —will  no  doubt  be  puzzled 
as  to  what  he  is  supposed  to  move  on  to:  what  has  displaced  Scripture  as 
the  norma  normans  which  will  now  only  tolerate  Scripture  if  it  “makes  sense,” 
and  which  indulges  “reinterpreting”  more  as  a  concession  to  nostalgia  than 
as  a  necessary  step  in  methodology  ?  If  he  is  told  that  the  social  and  behav¬ 
ioral  and  phenomenological  sciences  constitute  this  norm,  he  may  be  old- 
fashioned  enough  to  inquire  whether  the  roles  of  philosophy  and  theology 
have  not  been  dramatically  reversed.  A  decent  and  dynamic  humanism 
suitably  illustrated  by  biblical  parallels— the  sort  of  thing  that  Erich  Fromm, 
for  one,  has  done  very  well— can  faithfully  depict  a  world  of  man  which 
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theology  must  take  into  account;  but  it  is  not  theology  itself,  not  Christian 
theology,  unless  the  humpty-dumpty  school  of  linguistics  now  prevails  and 
words  mean  what  we  choose  to  make  them  mean,  no  more  and  no  less. 

There  is  little  point  in  belaboring  this  issue.  Most  of  those  who  consider 
themselves  theologians  working  within  the  (Judeo-)Christian  tradition  will 
mainly  agree  that  “the  Bible  is  in  a  peculiar  way  the  foundation  of  all  theol¬ 
ogy,  of  all  thinking  about  Christianity.  No  form  of  Christianity  can  afford 
to  dispense  with  the  Bible  .  .  .  the  foundation  document  of  the  Christian 
faith.”2  Such  an  affirmation  will  be  made  by  Catholics  as  well  as  by  Pro¬ 
testants  and,  along  with  conservatives,  by  those  who  believe  that  the  Bible 
must  be  radically  de-mythologized  and/or  that  its  canon  must  be  sharply 
circumscribed.  Even  those  whose  theology  de  facto  was  or  is  not  biblical — 
the  medieval  scholastic  for  whom  scriptura  was  in  reality  patristic  tradition, 
the  post-Tridentine  Roman  Catholic  who  began  with  conciliar  or  papal 
formulas  and  eisegeted  biblical  tags  to  fit  them,  the  present-day  philosopher 
of  religion  whose  conclusions  turn  out  to  be  corroborated  by  the  Scripture 
rather  than  inspired  by  it— did  and  do  believe  themselves  to  be  biblical 
theologians  in  the  sense  defined  above.  Theoretically  at  least,  it  is  agreed 
that  theology  is  subject  to  the  judgment  of  the  biblical  word,  however 
minimal  this  word  may  be  conceived  to  be,  and  it  is  not  at  all  a  question  of 
twisting  the  word  to  accommodate  it  to  something  else  of  whatever  prov¬ 
enance. 

At  the  same  time,  what  so-called  radical  theologians  are  prepared  to 
deny  to  the  Bible  as  a  whole,  many  of  those  who  qualify  eminently  as  bibli¬ 
cal  theologians  in  the  above  sense  are  cheerfully  prepared  to  deny  to  the 
OT  in  particular.  That  is  to  say,  they  view  OT  history  and/or  its  kerygma 
as  having  nothing  whatever  to  do  with  NT  faith.3  The  reasons  for  this 
attitude  are  various  and  not  invariably  Marcionist.  One  of  the  more  respect¬ 
able  of  them,  which  has  also  suggested  the  topic  of  this  present  paper,  is 
the  disparity  which  critical  study  of  the  Bible  has  revealed  to  exist  between 
the  bruta  facta  of  ascertainable  history  and  the  kerygmatic  version  of  that 
history.4  The  disparity  is  not  of  course  confined  to  the  OT;  it  also  poses 
an  acute  problem  for  the  NT,  as,  most  recently  perhaps,  the  discussion 
provoked  by  the  Pannenberg-i£rei$  has  made  very  clear.  The  OT  difficulty, 
however,  is  compounded  by  associated  factors:  exotic  literary  forms,  the 
extreme  distance  that  separates  us  from  most  of  Israel’s  formative  ex¬ 
periences,  and— above  all— the  new  direction  into  which  NT  faith  has 
shunted  the  OT  kerygma.  Research  into  the  kernel  of  fact  that  may  lie 
hidden  in  a  cult  legend  or  in  the  saga  of  a  thirteenth-century  tribal  chieftain 
can  much  more  readily  be  made  to  appear  meaningless  for  Christian  faith 
than  can  research  into  the  circumstances  of  the  historical  Jesus,  though, 
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to  be  sure,  the  latter  appears  equally  meaningless  to  many  Christians.  In 
any  case,  and  whether  or  not  one  is  disposed  to  make  a  point  of  it,  the  dis¬ 
parity  between  what  Abraham,  let  us  say,  was  according  to  his  putatively 
contemporary  lights— at  last  account,  a  donkey  trader  (and  smith?)  re¬ 
sembling  the  Ibsha  of  the  celebrated  wall  painting  from  Beni  Hasan— and 
what  he  is  in  the  book  of  Genesis,  not  to  mention  Galatians  and  Romans, 
is  more  than  considerable. 

So  much  more,  in  fact,  that  the  discovered  discrepancy  readily  encourages 
both  ridicule  and  caricature.  In  a  rather  gloomy  view  of  the  prospect  of 
OT  studies,  Morton  Smith  has  indicted  biblical  faith  as  the  culprit  respon¬ 
sible  for  a  perverse  approach  to  what  he  characterizes  as  a  “body  of  docu¬ 
ments  from  the  ancient  Mediterranean  world.”5  His  approach  is  obviously 
that  of  an  historian  who  sees  his  discipline  threatened  by  the  aprioristic 
view  of  so  many  who  deal  with  this  body  of  documents,  who  are  ideologically 
committed  to  making  the  biblical  construction  of  events  square  anyhow 
with  the  history  of  scientific  method:  die  Bibel  hatte  dock  recht !  With  fine 
impartiality,  he  scores  the  conservatism  displayed  in  reproducing  biblical 
texts,  some  desperate  efforts  that  have  been  made  to  wrest  meaning  from 
a  corrupt  textual  tradition  through  recourse  to  comparative  linguistics, 
romanticizing  biblical  history  on  meagre  archeological  evidence  while  failing 
to  acknowledge  how  thoroughly  archeology  has  vindicated  the  substance 
of  Wellhausen’s  hypothesis  (an  ingratitude  of  which  I  believe  OT  study  is 
really  guilty),  claiming  uniqueness  to  the  OT  of  religious  motifs  that  are 
not  unique  at  all,  and  so  forth.  Only  about  OT  theology  does  he  not  speak, 
because  it  is  “unspeakable.”  As  we  will  recall,  most  of  these  points  were 
given  attention  in  a  much  milder  fashion  several  years  ago  at  separate  stages 
by  that  valuable  gadfly  James  Barr. 

Smith’s  article  is  often  incisively  witty  and  of  course  often  quite  on  the 
target.  No  one  is  unaware  of  the  effort  that  has  been  made  to  prove  the 
Bible  right  by  the  naive  use  of  archeological  and  other  evidence.  It  is  part 
of  the  price  that  has  had  to  be  paid  to  the  concerns  that  made  those  Mediter¬ 
ranean  documents  objects  of  study  in  the  first  place,  that  endowed  the  chairs 
of  learning  and  underwrote  the  publication  of  the  texts  and  funded  the  digs. 
Without  those  concerns,  and  despite  their  incidental  aberrations,  it  is  very 
doubtful  that  there  would  have  ever  been  the  resources,  let  alone  the  oc¬ 
casion,  for  either  Morton  Smith  or  me  to  be  writing  at  this  juncture.  Critical 
method,  after  all,  has  not  been  something  lately  imposed  on  biblical  studies 
after  having  been  tested  and  proved  in  alien  areas.  It  was  the  study  of  the 
biblical  texts  that  only  later  led  to  the  idea  of  extending  textual  criticism 
to  other  literature.6  It  is  at  least  arguable  too  that  it  was  biblical  archeolo¬ 
gists  who  did  the  most  to  convert  what  began  as  a  treasure  hunt  into  an 
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organized  discipline  making  sense  out  oi—faute  de  mieux,  perhaps —shards 
and  walls  and  queer  scratchings.  It  is  true  they  have  dug  by  the  Book,  as 
Schliemann,  for  example,  dug  by  his  book  rather  than  look  for  Troy  in,  say, 
the  forests  of  Swabia.  But  I  do  not  really  find  with  Smith  the  unmasking 
of  a  sinister  plot  in  “Solomon’s  copper  foundry  that  turned  out  to  be  a 
granary,  Solomon’s  stables  that  were  built  by  Ahab,  a  Maccabean  fortress 
that  turned  out  to  be  Solomonic,”  and  the  rest.  No  more  sinister,  at  least, 
than  the  canals  of  Mars  that  disappeared  with  better  telescopes  or  that 
extra  pair  of  human  chromosomes  that  float  about  in  limbo  now  that  micro¬ 
scopes  have  improved.  It  might  be  remembered  too  that  Nelson  Glueck, 
who,  after  all,  corrected  his  own  mistake— a  thing  that  is  not  lightly  done 
in  scholarship— went  looking  in  the  Ghor  for  neither  smelters  nor  granaries, 
but  for  the  docks  of  Ezion-geber,  which  he  never  found.7 

At  all  events,  on  both  sides  we  are  being  urged  to  cease  trying  to  find  re¬ 
ligious  meaning  in  the  OT,  either  because  the  quest  leads  nowhere,  as  far 
as  the  presuppositions  of  Christian  faith  are  concerned,  or  because  it  inter¬ 
feres  with  the  serious  study  of  an  otherwise  significant  corpus  of  written 
materials.  On  the  contrary,  however,  I  believe  the  quest  to  be  both  legiti¬ 
mate  and  necessary— necessary  too  not  only  for  faith  but  for  basic  and  min¬ 
imal  human  understanding.  If  Morton  Smith  is  serious  when  he  sums  up 
the  OT  portrayal  of  Yahweh  as  “a  North-Arabian  mountain  god  who 
traveled  in  thunderstorms  and  liked  the  smell  of  burning  fat”— the  late 
Colonel  Robert  Ingersoll  lacked  the  erudition  to  phrase  it  quite  this  well— 
I  must  conclude  that  either  his  collection  of  the  documents  is  missing  some 
folios  that  are  in  mine  or  he  has  gravely  misconstrued  the  character  of  the 
literature  to  whose  study  he  has  dedicated  his  scholarly  life. 

For  the  God  whom  Jesus  revealed  was  very  different  from  this,  while 
at  the  same  time  he  was  the  God  of  Israel,  the  very  God  of  the  OT.  “Rev¬ 
elation  of  God  in  Christ”  cannot  but  be  meaningless  unless  it  takes  into 
account  both  a  prior  knowledge  of  the  God  whose  fullness  came  to  be  seen 
in  Jesus  and  the  expectation  of  his  manifestation  which  was  the  sum  of 
Israel’s  history  and  the  substance  of  Jesus’  proclamation.8  This  is  true  not 
only  of  the  situation  of  Jesus’  original  preaching  to  the  Jewry  of  his  time 
and  place  (or  of  the  perhaps  comparable  situation  of  a  later  Jew  who  hears 
the  kerygma  of  the  gospel),  it  is  likewise  true  of  that  of  most  Christians, 
who  come  to  a  knowledge  of  Israel’s  God  and  its  expectation  only  through 
the  Jesus  of  the  church’s  preaching:  there  is  always  a  logical  if  not  a  tempo¬ 
ral  “prior.”  It  is  true  too,  even  when  it  is  conceded  that  Judaism  has  legit¬ 
imately  retained  its  own  interpretation  of  the  OT  based  on  the  Torah  which 
“by  no  means  leads  to  the  companion  of  taxgatherers  and  sinners,  to  the 
Pauline  doctrine  of  justification,  or  to  the  Johannine  assertion  of  the  divin- 
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ity  of  Jesus.”9  It  is  not  necessary  to  denigrate  Judaism  in  order  to  affirm 
that  for  Christian  faith  the  prior  of  the  OT  and  the  direction  of  its  history 
have  found  in  Jesus  an  interpretation  that  is  its  own,  an  interpretation, 
however,  that  the  earliest  church  considered  to  be  an  extension  rather  than 
a  denial  of  Judaism’s.  At  least,  what  is  of  key  concern  in  the  one  acceptation 
of  the  OT  kerygma  is  of  key  concern  in  the  other: 

The  New  Testament  does  not  deity  that  the  Jews  pray  to  the  same  God  as 
the  Christians.  Even  if  we  are  children  of  Abraham  in  a  special  sense,  we 
are  yet  subject  to  the  same  God  and  represented  by  the  obedience  of  the 
same  patriarch.  At  the  same  time  that  Abraham  was  promised  a  son  and 
heir,  he  was  also  assured  that  he  would  become  father  of  many  nations. 
His  faith  is  set  before  the  Romans  and  Galatians  as  the  decisive  type  of 
the  faith  by  which  men  are  justified.10 

The  promise  and  the  God  of  the  promise  constitute  the  one  inspiration  of 
both  Judaism  and  Christianity. 

Now  the  one  God  common  to  Christians  and  Jews,  the  God  whom  Jesus 
revealed  in  fullness,  is  the  God  who  first  came  to  be  known  in  Israel’s  his¬ 
tory.  Lately  we  have  been  warned  against  making  too  much  of  this  historical 
factor,11  to  the  detriment  of  revelation  through  the  spoken  word,  which  is 
likewise  attested  to  by  the  OT;  but  it  still  seems  to  be  an  unassailable  fact 
that  history  throughout  has  been  the  determinant  of  OT  revelation  in  a 
way  that  nothing  else  has,  and  to  it  everything  else  has  been  subordinate.12 
The  earliest  bearers  of  the  prophetic  word  in  Israel  of  whom  we  have  any 
firsthand  acquaintance  already  presuppose  the  decisive  deeds  of  Yahweh 
in  history— basically  the  kerygma  of  the  Pentateuch,  in  fact— as  having 
revealed  the  God  in  whose  name  they  speak:  prophecy  is  a  consequent, 
not  the  determinant,  of  this  historical  process  of  revelation  (Amos  3:  9-12; 
Hos  9:  10;  11:  1-4;  etc.).  It  may  be  rejoined  that  the  prophetic  word  was 
required  to  give  interpretation  to  the  historical  event  in  the  first  place 
before  it  could  become  a  medium  of  revelation,  and  this  in  a  sense  may  be 
true;  but  if  it  is  true,  it  is  unverifiable  from  the  prophecy  we  know:  as  with 
all  history,  event  and  interpretation  have  come  down  together  and  are  en¬ 
countered  together  in  the  ancient  “cultic  credos.”  A  prophet  may,  indeed, 
give  a  prior  interpretation  to  a  coming  event,13  but,  whatever  may  be  the 
source  of  his  word,  it  is  intended  to  set  that  event  in  corroboration  of  a 
primary  one  that  is  presupposed:  ky  yny  yhwh.  There  is  no  purpose  in  denying 
that  the  OT  represents  God  as  being  encountered  other  than  through  the 
indirect  mediation  of  history.  Yet  it  is  doubtless  not  without  significance 
that  even  the  priestly  Torah  has  at  all  turns  been  worked  into  the  frame¬ 
work  of  Israel’s  history.  Neither  is  the  wisdom  literature,  with  its  alleged 
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lack  of  interest  in  history,  usually  concerned  with  the  God  of  Israel’s  rev¬ 
elation.  However,  wisdom  did  display  an  interest  in  the  history  of  Israel. 
Not  only  has  it  strongly  influenced  the  didactic,  so-called  secular  histories 
of  Joseph  and  the  Davidic  succession  narrative,14  its  motifs  have  probably 
entered  into  the  portrayal  of  sacred  history  as  well.15  It  is  worthy  of  note 
too  that  the  apocalyptic  view  of  eschatology  which,  after  much  reluctance, 
present-day  scholarship  is  willing  to  ascribe  to  Jesus  as  well  as  to  the  early 
church,  a  perspective  which  gave  Israel’s  history  universal  and  cosmic  di¬ 
mensions,18  is  with  some  probability  attributed  to  the  wisdom  tradition  as 
having  played  a  predominant  role  in  its  formation.17  In  its  end  as  in  its 
beginning,  therefore,  the  OT  presupposition  of  NT  faith  has  had  a  strong 
historical  orientation. 

And  thus  we  are  brought  back  to  the  question  of  the  tension  between  the 
data  of  history  as  we  are  able  to  know  them  and  history  as  it  has  been  told 
in  the  kerygma.  To  be  concerned  about  the  facts  of  OT  history  as  relevant 
to  biblical  faith,  to  find  other  than  philological  significance  in  literary  and 
historical  criticism  and  what  is  turned  up  by  the  archeologist’s  spade,  is 
not,  as  some  seem  to  take  it,  the  reversion  to  a  religious  historicism.  It  is, 
simply,  to  take  the  Bible  seriously  in  its  claim  to  represent  a  history  of 
revelation— to  take  that  claim  seriously,  that  is,  with  the  same  critical 
approach  and  resources  one  is  expected  to  bring  to  bear  on  other  claims  to 
credence.  The  claim  is  not  taken  seriously  in  the  existentialist  als  ob  ac¬ 
ceptance  of  the  OT  kerygma  seemingly  favored  by,  among  others,  Gerhard 
von  Rad,  much  in  the  manner  of  Martin  Kahler’s  repudiation  of  historical 
criticism  in  relation  to  the  kerygmatic  Christ.  History  and  interpretation 
are  inseparable— granted— and  the  one  comes  to  us  only  by  means  of  the 
latter;  but  to  exhibit  no  curiosity  over  what  has  been  interpreted  is  hardly 
to  enter  into  the  spirit  of  the  OT,  which  from  first  to  last  is  concerned  with 
things  that  happened  or  would  happen.  No  necessary  distinction  between 
the  historic  and  the  merely  historical  should  be  allowed  to  obscure  the 
fact  that,  in  the  biblical  view,  history  always  contains  something  that  is 
einmalig ,  and  that  something  cannot  be  dispensed  with. 

Morton  Smith  has  justly  praised  an  article  by  Roland  de  Vaux  on  his¬ 
torical  method  in  which,  it  should  be  observed,  de  Vaux,  qualifying  von 
Rad’s  Theology  of  the  OT  as  rather  a  history  of  Israel’s  religion,  maintains: 

The  theologian  takes  for  his  starting  point  the  conclusions  of  the  historian 
of  religions,  and  he  judges  of  their  validity,  not  only  according  to  the  criteria 
of  rational  science,  but  according  to  their  conformity  to  the  established 
truths  of  his  faith.  He  then  goes  beyond  these  conclusions  by  integrating 
them  into  the  whole  of  revelation.  The  connection  between  religious 
history  and  objective  history,  between  the  history  believed  by  Israel  and 
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the  true  history  of  Israel,  is  apparently  more  difficult  to  establish;  how¬ 
ever,  it  must  be  established  in  the  eyes  of  the  believer,  for  if  the  historical 
faith  of  Israel  is  not  in  a  certain  way  founded  in  history ,  this  faith  is  erroneous 
and  cannot  command  my  assent.18 

I  see  no  realistic  option  to  this  one.  It  involves  what  Helmut  Thielicke 
has  called  “the  irrevocability  of  anti-criticism.”19 

By  this  expression,  Thielicke  designates  the  task  of  historical  research  in 
relation  to  faith  as  not  to  define  the  territory  in  which  faith  can  settle 
down  but,  rather,  to  come  to  grips  with  those  historical-critical  consider¬ 
ations  that  would,  if  validated,  deprive  faith  of  any  ground  on  which  to 
settle.  Oscar  Cullmann  has  recently  seen  the  force  of  this  kind  of  argument 
in  his  response20  to  the  (unconscious)  challenge  thrown  down  by,  among 
others,  S.  G.  F.  Brandon’s  Jesus  and  the  Zealots.21  There  must  be  no  mistake 
about  it:  if  Brandon’s  (re)construction  of  the  Jesus  of  actual  history  is 
peremptory  as  well  as  merely  plausible,  then  Christianity  has  lost  the  basis 
of  its  kerygma.  There  can  be  no  talk  of  adjustments  or  of  reinterpretations 
or  of  higher  truths;  it  must  only  be  admitted  that  the  doctrine  of  the  cross, 
behind  which,  as  a  brutum  factum ,  lies  the  event  which  Brandon  calls  “the 
most  certain  thing  known  about  Jesus  of  Nazareth,”  was,  by  a  colossal  mis¬ 
take  or  by  one  of  che  most  successful  deceits  known  to  history,  a  groundless 
myth  created  out  of  the  routine  execution  of  a  convicted  Aflcmfc  by  a  second- 
string  civil  servant  in  one  of  the  backwaters  of  the  Roman  empire.  (I  am 
by  no  means  denying  the  undoubted  contribution  which  Brandon  has  made 
to  Leben  Jesu-Forschung  but,  rather,  acknowledging,  as  he  has  not  explicitly, 
that  the  conclusion  he  has  drawn  from  it  quite  negates  the  Christian  gospel.) 
The  historical  validity  of  Israel’s  kerygma  is  of  course  not  as  intimately 
connected  with  NT  faith  as  is  the  person  of  Jesus,  but  the  connection  is 
no  less  real  for  being  of  relatively  less  importance.  If  historical  research 
should  force  us  to  acknowledge  that  there  had  never  been  those  sdqwt  yhwh 
in  which  Israel  had  found  its  God,  it  is  not  merely  that  Jesus  addressed  him¬ 
self  to  a  mythical  Father;  there  simply  was,  by  definition,  no  God  for  him 
to  reveal,  no  God  reconciling  us  to  himself  in  Christ  in  culmination  of  a 
Heilsgeschichte  that  never  was. 

It  is  not,  obviously,  that  we  are  called  upon  to  make  history  out  of  the 
cult-inspired  recitals  of  the  conquests  of  Jericho  and  Ai,  or  whatever  literary 
form  we  are  supposed  to  assign  these  perennially  interesting  etiologies,  or 
to  ask  ourselves  whether  the  axe  head  really  floated.  Solomon’s  granary  is 
all  one  with  his  foundry,  which  is  to  say  that  it  matters  neither  more  nor 
less  nor  at  all.  Considerations  of  this  kind  are  irrelevant  to  the  question 
of  whether  we  may  continue  to  regard  the  OT  as  a  record  of  historical  rev¬ 
elation,  and  no  service  is  paid  to  the  cause  of  reasonable  discussion  when 
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such  considerations  are  dragged  in  as  though  they  were  entirely  germane 
to  that  issue.  Neither  is  the  issue  changed  in  the  least  because  earlier  Chris¬ 
tians,  who  lived  in  an  uncritical  and  unhistorical  age,  did  mistakenly  be¬ 
lieve  such  considerations  to  be  germane  to  it.  We  know,  as  they  usually 
did  not,  that  the  OT,  like  history  in  the  mass,  contains  its  share  of  myth 
and  legend,  and  we  have  learned,  in  part  through  their  mistakes,  to  disengage 
the  question  of  historical  revelation  from  the  outmoded  category  of  biblical 
inerrancy. 

Neither  is  there  question  of  historical  criticism  being  expected  to  confirm 
that  God  covenanted  with  Israel,  thereby  somehow  proving  right  the  pro¬ 
phets  and  the  pentateuchal  histories  in  the  moral  and  religious  implications 
they  discovered  in  his  having  revealed  his  mercy  and  loving-kindness. 
Historical  criticism  cannot  do  such  a  thing;  as  we  have  said,  its  task  is  the 
much  more  modest  one  of  ascertaining  the  facts,  as  best  it  can  recover  them, 
of  which  history  has  been  fashioned.  History  itself  is  not  facts  but  the  in¬ 
terpretation  of  facts.  The  best— or  worst— that  historical  criticism  can  do 
is  to  establish  that  the  interpretation  is  or  is  not,  as  the  case  may  be,  compat¬ 
ible  with  the  facts.  This  is  not  to  reduce  the  function  of  historical  criticism 
to  a  purely  negative  one,  as  though  it  served  its  purpose  only  by  not  coming 
up  with  data  that  would  make  a  peremptory  judgment  against  biblical 
history  inevitable.  Its  business  is  with  facts,  and  the  more  facts  we  have 
the  better  we  are  able  to  understand  how  the  history  came  about  and  what 
are  its  virtues  and  shortcomings,  how  we  must  qualify  it  if  we  still  choose 
to  accept  it.  But  even  if  we  should  someday  find  a  record  from,  let  us  say, 
the  nineteenth  Egyptian  dynasty  telling  of  a  flight  of  Asiatics  through  the 
Sea  of  Reeds,  though  for  some  reason  we  might  think  that  our  biblical  his¬ 
tory  had  been  proved  to  be  more  “factual”  than  we  had  hoped  it  to  be, 
actually  we  should  be  not  much  affected  in  regard  to  our  disposition  to  ac¬ 
cept  or  reject  the  history  of  the  exodus.  I  have  chosen  an  example  which, 
though  highly  unlikely,  is  not  entirely  inconceivable:  there  was  a  time, 
after  all,  when  far  more  recent  happenings,  such  as  the  Babylonian  captivity, 
and  the  Ezran-Nehemian  restoration,  and  the  prophet  Ezekiel,  could  all 
be  written  off  as  so  much  romanticizing  provoked  by  theology,  until  the 
Babylonian  chronicles  turned  up  to  present  their  own  version  of  certain 
facts  that  were  indisputably  the  same.  Facts  again,  not  history.  To  have 
the  Babylonians  confirm  independently  that  King  Jehoiachin  was,  indeed, 
one  of  their  guests  in  exile  did  clear  the  air  a  bit.  It  did  not,  however, 
speak  to  the  evaluation  of  Jehoiachin  made  by  Jeremiah  or  Ezekiel  or  the 
Deuteronomic  historian,  or  to  the  meaning  of  the  exile  ventured  by  any 
of  these  or  by  the  Second  Isaiah  or  Ezra  and  Nehemiah  and  the  Chronicler. 
We  have  Sennacherib’s  version  of  his  siege  of  Jerusalem  and  his  bottling 
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up  of  Hezekiah  in  the  capital  (probably  recounting  the  first  of  two  campaigns 
which  the  OT  has  united  into  one).  It  is  good  to  have  this  agreement  on 
facts;  yet  what  could  be  further  removed  than  the  separate  interpretations 
that  have  been  given  the  facts?  The  excavator  of  an  Israelite  town  of  the 
age  of  Amos  and  Hosea  may  be  able  to  show,  by  the  mute  evidence  of  arche¬ 
ology,  the  glaring  contrast  of  rich  and  poor  that  called  forth  the  prophetic 
denunciations  of  these  eighth-century  spokesmen  for  human  rights,22  but 
the  evidence,  which  is  undoubtedly  far  less  abundant  than  that  which  will 
be  available  to  the  same  effect  to  the  remote  archeologist  of  twentieth 
century  America,  must  have  been  as  ambiguous  to  men  of  good  will  then 
as  it  remains  to  men  of  good  will  now.  Who  wrote  the  proper  commentary 
on  the  agreed  facts?  Historical  criticism,  it  seems  to  me,  can  mainly  offer 
interesting  suggestions,  the  value  of  which  should  not  be  minimized;  but 
it  can  offer  no  final  solutions.  And  thus  we  must  reluctantly  conclude  that 
its  findings,  in  any  positive  sense,  are  usually  of  far  more  interest  to  the 
biblical  scholar  in  his  capacity  as  student  of  Near  Eastern  culture  and  religion 
than  as  biblical  theologian. 

Still,  since  history  is  an  interpretation  of  facts,  the  facts  are  always  a 
comforting  thing  to  have,  and  thus  must  be  of  interest  to  the  biblical  theo¬ 
logian.  Has  the  possession  of  the  facts  damaged,  in  any  way  that  we  now 
know,  their  interpretation  as  offered  by  the  OT?  I  am  not  aware  of  any, 
or  at  least  of  any  that  is  significant.  Recognition  that  the  facts  are  patient 
of  interpretations  other  than  that  of  the  Bible,  even  that  a  contemporary 
interpretation  of  them,  as  in  some  instances  mentioned  above,  would  have 
inevitably  differed  from  it,  constitute  no  apodictic  argument  against  the 
OT  kerygma.  Not,  first  of  all,  in  point  of  principle.  As  Alan  Richardson 
has  correctly  stated,  history  does  not  automatically  become  “truer”  the 
closer  it  is  brought  to  the  events  it  chronicles  and  interprets.  He  uses  as 
an  example  the  meaning  of  Bismarck  in  history,  which  could  be  accurately 
appraised  only  in  the  light  of  what  happened  in  1933  and  1945.23  The  thing 
is,  history  simply  cannot  be  written  by  contemporaries,  a  fact  that  seems 
to  be  generally  accepted  by  practically  everyone  except  biblical  critics.24 
It  is  probably  the  most  respectable  of  the  reasons  for  the  loi  de  cinquante 
ans  governing  access  to  the  French  national  archives,  a  provision  under¬ 
standably  frustrating  to  a  journalist  like  William  L.  Shirer  in  his  recent 
inquiry  into  the  1940  collapse  of  the  Third  Republic,  yet  indirectly  given 
some  sort  of  justification  by  Shirer’s  own  decision  to  make  the  first  act 
in  his  drama  the  Dreyfus  case  of  1894. 

Neither  in  point  of  principle  nor  in  point  of  specific  detail  do  I  conceive 
of  the  facts’  having  dislodged  the  biblical  interpretation.  Certainly  we  know 
that  the  history  of  Israel  was  a  far  more  complicated  one  than  the  keryg- 


484 


Bruce  Vawter ,  CM 


matic  version  of  it  we  find  in  the  Bible.  We  have  learned  to  separate  the 
exodus  tradition  from  the  wilderness  tradition,  and  both  of  them  from  the 
tradition  of  Sinai,  and  to  trace  the  paths  by  which  they  came  to  be  united.26 
Or,  alternatively,  we  have  left  Sinai  with  the  exodus  complex  but  separated 
it  from  the  cultic  credos  and  the  promise  of  the  land,  stressing  in  the  process 
the  importance  and  the  complexities  of  the  patriarchal  traditions.26  We  have 
agreed  that  the  major  components  of  what  came  to  be  the  people  Israel 
were  three  or  perhaps  four,  that  for  all  practical  purposes  this  people  came 
to  be  in  the  land  of  Canaan,  that  the  Landnahme  might  with  some  justice 
be  better  termed  an  insurrection  than  a  conquest.  In  many  ways,  therefore, 
our  reconstruction  of  what  happened  must  be  quite  different  from  the  story 
which  Israel  told  of  itself.  Yet  when  we  reconstruct,  we  go  back  to  the  same 
facts  that  Israel  presupposed  in  its  story.  So  far  as  I  know,  no  responsible 
research  into  biblical  origins  has  done  other  than  confirm  that  there  was 
an  exodus,  that  there  was  a  wilderness  experience,  that  something  important 
took  place  at  Sinai.  Is  the  historical  reality  of  these  events  diminished  by 
their  being  assigned  to  only  one  element  or  other  of  the  forebears  of  the 
covenant  people  Israel?  I  do  not  see  how,  unless  at  the  same  time  we  must 
deny  any  relevance  of  the  events  of  1776  to  other  than  the  relatively  few 
descendants  of  certain  Dutch  and  English  colonists  who  now  inhabit  thirteen 
of  our  southern  and  eastern  states.  In  the  biblical  view  of  history,  Israel 
was  created  by  covenant  granted  it  by  its  God.  I  do  not  know  of  any  finding 
of  critical  history  that  invalidates  such  an  interpretation;  I  do  know  of  some 
that  support  it,  to  the  extent  that  they  suggest  Josh  24  as  a  scene  taken  from 
life,  even  though  what  is  represented  there  as  a  renewal  may  well  have  been 
a  beginning.  Here  as  well  as  elsewhere  in  scholarship,  there  have  been  false 
starts  and  necessary  corrections.  Albrecht  Alt’s  seminal  work  on  Israel’s 
laws  has  been  modified  by  the  studies  of  Erhard  Gerstenberger,  and  George 
Mendenhall’s  pioneer  recognition  of  the  relevance  of  the  treaty  form  has 
had  to  undergo  numerous  refinements.  But  it  would  be  hard  to  think  of 
an  area  where  research  has  been  more  rewarding,27  offering  a  realistic  alter¬ 
native  to  the  Wellhausenian  synthesis  of  the  past  century.  More  and  more 
too,  it  is  taking  us  back  to  the  kernel  of  historical  fact  which  underlies  the 
patriarchal  legends,  which  may  in  the  long  run  prove  to  be  a  more  fruitful 
field  for  biblical  understanding  than  the  Nuzi  parallels  have  been. 

When  I  say  that  historical  criticism,  thus  far  at  least,  has  served  the  study 
of  the  Bible  not  by  validating  the  history  of  the  OT  but,  rather,  by  not 
invalidating  it,  I  recognize  that  I  am  subject  to  various  objections.  The 
discrepancy  between  interpreted  event  and  the  often  recoverable  facts  that 
have  been  mentioned  above  has  to  be  admitted  by  even  the  most  conserva¬ 
tive  biblical  theologian.  It  is  a  question,  I  presume,  as  to  whether  the  dis- 
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crepancy  has  become  so  wide  that  the  one  must  exclude  the  other.  I  do 
not  see  that  it  has  become  so  wide  in  any  significant  instance,  but  others 
may  well  disagree.  Some  scholars  there  are  of  course  whose  concept  of  the 
discrepancy  is  far  more  radical  than  the  majority  of  their  peers,  and  it  is 
safe  to  assume  that  they  would  consider  the  scientific  evidence  to  have  ruled 
out  rather  thoroughly  the  biblical  construction.  The  late  and  great  Martin 
Noth,  for  instance,  to  all  practical  purposes  eliminated  the  not  inconsider¬ 
able  figure  of  Moses  from  his  purview  of  the  history  of  Israel.  I  doubt  that 
most  OT  scholars  would  agree  with  Noth  in  this  respect,  but  his  and  other 
extreme  positions  do  tell  us  of  the  continuing  need  we  have  for  rigorous 
critical  study  of  Israel’s  traditions.  Would  the  OT  interpretation  have  to 
go  if  we  had  to  discard  Moses  as  an  historical  character?  In  his  brief  study 
of  the  Moses  question  of  a  few  years  back,  which  in  my  view  demonstrated 
the  need  of  common  sense  as  the  climate  required  to  save  scholarship  from 
absurdity,  Rudolf  Smend28  concluded,  if  I  read  him  rightly,  that  Moses 
could  be  dispensable:  he  contrasted  his  case  with  that  of  Jesus,  who  is 
identified  with  the  gospel  in  a  way  that  Moses  is  not  with  the  OT  kerygma. 
Certainly  critical  study  has  forced  us  to  reduce  the  figure  of  Moses,  though 
not  so  much  the  Moses  of  the  OT  as  the  one  of  later  legend  and  mysticism. 
Not  Moses  but  the  exodus  is  represented  in  the  OT  as  the  event  in  which 
God  was  revealed,  just  as  the  conquest— -or  whatever  we  are  to  call  it,  in 
fidelity  to  the  facts— of  the  land  is  represented  as  the  fulfillment  of  divine 
promise,  not  the  Ephraimite  chieftain  Joshua,  whom  the  biblical  historian 
has  transformed  into  Moses’  successor  and  leader  of  a  united  Israel.  Moses’ 
case  is  somewhat  different  from  that  of  Joshua,  it  is  admitted,  but  I  think 
it  fair  to  say  that  the  OT  kerygma  is  never  concerned  with  persons  or  dates 
or  geographical  routes  to  any  of  the  degree  that  it  is  definitely  concerned 
with  the  deeds  of  the  Lord.  The  deeds  of  the  Lord  certainly  involved  all 
these,  but  in  ways  that  the  biblical  traditions  had  often  forgotten  and  which 
we  may  sometimes  rediscover  only  with  difficulty.  Even  where  in  the  OT 
revelation  is  presented  as  separated  from  historical  event  (the  prophets 
serve  as  a  partial  example  here  just  as  they  serve  as  a  partial  exception  to 
what  follows),  the  characteristic  of  the  divine  “inbreaking”  into  human 
consciousness  is  remarkable  for  its  anonymity. 

Another  objection  may  be  that  historical  criticism  has,  indeed,  invali¬ 
dated  much  of  the  OT  historical  kerygma,  and  that  I  am  simply  refusing 
to  acknowledge  the  fact  by  taking  refuge  in  an  idealized  and  selective  ana¬ 
morphosis  of  the  OT  that  bears  little  resemblance  to  the  real  article.  I  do 
not  believe  this  to  be  the  case,  however.  When  I  speak  of  the  OT  kerygma, 
I  mean  the  kerygma  of  the  OT  canon.  To  accept  a  canon  of  Sacred  Scripture 
is  to  make  an  act  of  faith,  but,  as  an  historical  phenomenon,  the  formation 
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and  composition  of  the  Biblical  canon  are  matters  for  critical  study.  It 
has  become  a  truism  to  say  that  the  biblical  canon  testifies  to  a  unity  of 
diversities.  Those  who  hold  to  a  canon-within-the-canon  principle  have 
stressed  the  undeniable  diversities,  contradictions,  indeed— at  least  in¬ 
compatibilities— to  conclude  to  the  necessity  of  taking  one’s  stand  on  one 
or  another  enunciation  of  the  canon  at  the  expense  of  the  rest.  That  this 
stand  may  not  appear  to  be  merely  an  arbitrary  choice,  appeal  has  been  made 
to  the  hermeneutical  principle29— resulting,  however,  in  what  many  will 
judge  to  be  a  choice  which,  if  not  arbitrary,  is  still  highly  personal.  I  think 
that  the  argument  may  fairly  be  turned  in  the  opposite  direction.  What 
is  wrong  with  the  assumption  that  the  hermeneutical  principle  was  operative 
in  the  formation  of  the  canon,  that  it  is  this  that  accounts  for  what  unity 
the  canon  possesses?  For  a  unity  of  some  kind,  the  canon  demonstrably 
is:  a  selected  body  of  materials  gathered  of  set  purpose  with  full  awareness 
of  its  inner  tensions.  Earlier,  I  objected  to  the  caricature  of  the  God  of  the 
OT  as  “a  North-Arabian  mountain  god  who  traveled  in  thunderstorms  and 
liked  the  smell  of  burning  fat.”  If  such  were  the  kerygma  of  the  OT,  I  doubt 
very  much  that  its  word  would  have  much  to  say  to  me.  But  it  is  not  the 
kerygma  of  the  OT,  or  even  of  one  part  of  the  OT,  though  I  am  perfectly 
aware  that  all  the  terms  of  this  composite  portrait  are  to  be  found  in  its 
pages.  Many  years  ago,  Otto  Eissfeldt  made  some  sound  observations  on 
the  interaction  of  OT  theology  and  historical  criticism  which  seem  to  be 
entirely  applicable  at  this  point.30  Historically  considered,  the  OT  is  a  corpus 
of  writings  produced  over  many  years  and  subject  to  all  the  changes  that 
time  and,  it  is  hoped,  the  development  of  the  human  spirit  inevitably  bring. 
Within  this  historical  perspective,  it  is  not  hard  to  see  how  the  patriarchal 
legends,  or  the  Davidic  theology  of  the  Yah  wist,  or  the  Chronicler’s  retro- 
jection  of  post-exilic  Judaism  into  the  era  of  David  and  Solomon,  could  have 
had  meaning  and  significance  proper  to  the  age  of  their  devising  and  have 
lost  them  in  a  subsequent  generation.  The  same  history  that  first  made 
them  relevant  might  also  later  declare  them  superseded.  This  is  not  simply 
to  decide  in  favor  of  the  most  recent,  but  to  submit  the  canon  as  a  whole 
to  the  judgment  of  history.  The  early  prophets  had  already  in  principle 
examined  and  rejected  the  more  naive  kind  of  covenant  theology  manifested 
in  the  doctrine  of  holy  war  or  the  schematic  outline  imposed  by  the  D  author 
on  the  portrayal  of  Israel’s  past  in  the  book  of  Judges.  Historical  criticism, 
no  less  than  the  balance  of  the  OT  canon,  rules  in  favor  of  the  prophets:  history 
does  not  recur  in  the  cyclic  fashion  described  in  Judges,  however  useful  it 
may  have  been  at  the  time  to  think  of  it  so  doing.  In  the  same  way,  when  the 
canon  of  the  OT  is  seen  as  the  record  of  an  historical  process,  the  God  who 
emerges  from  its  kerygma  has  assumed  more  subtle  attributes  than  those 
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once  ascribed  to  Baal  Zaphon.  The  fault  of  the  rabbis  and  the  fathers  of 
the  church  was  not,  as  I  see  it,  their  acceptance  of  the  whole  OT  canon, 
which  they  then  felt  obliged  to  interpret  as  having  uniform  weight  through¬ 
out,  despite  all  its  internal  tensions.  Living  in  an  uncritical  and  unhistorical 
age,  they  simply  did  not  have  the  impulse  to  read  the  OT  historically,  to 
see  what  by  the  historical  nature  of  the  case  was  residual  and  what  had  been 
merely  provisional. 

Neither  is  it  a  question,  as  far  as  I  can  see,  of  having  to  take  the  NT  as 
the  standard  of  interpretation  of  the  OT— of  beginning  with  the  OT  from 
the  standpoint  of  its  position  in  the  church’s  canon,  in  other  words.31  In 
the  first  place,  while  the  NT  presupposes  an  OT  scriptural  canon,  it  is  not 
of  one  mind  concerning  either  the  dimensions  of  that  canon  or,  except  in 
general  terms,  the  details  of  its  kerygmatic  message.  There  is  more  about 
the  OT  that  the  NT  presupposes  than  that  it  attempts  to  define  and  as¬ 
similate,  so  that  its  invitation  is  for  us  to  seek  the  meaning  of  the  OT  with 
the  means  at  our  disposal  rather  than  to  find  a  ready-made  interpretation 
of  it  at  hand.  Further,  as  Eissfeldt  pointed  out,  it  is  not  through  the  NT, 
but  rather  through  historico-critical  method,  that  much  of  the  authentic 
message  of  the  OT  has  been  recovered.  For  example: 

The  prophets  as  personalities,  as  religious  figures  in  their  own  right,  remained 
unknown  to  Christianity  for  eighteen  centuries.  They  lived  and  functioned — 
one  need  only  think  of  the  frescoes  of  the  Sistine  Chapel— as  those  who  had 
prophesied  Christ,  and  thus  a  few  of  their  words  were  of  significance.  But 
as  personalities  they  remained  not  understood  and  inoperative.  It  was  the 
historical  research  of  the  19th  century  which  taught  us  to  understand  the 
grandeur  of  the  prophetic  figures  by  entering  into  a  living  experience  of 
their  proclamation.  And  who  would  deny  that  this  newly  discovered  value 
in  recognition  has  also  enriched  the  life  of  faith  ?32 

We  do  not,  as  I  see  it,  take  our  interpretation  of  the  OT  from  the  NT,  even 
though  we  take  a  general  direction  from  it,  just  as  Judaism  has  proceeded 
to  the  OT  from  another  general  direction.  Our  understanding  of  much  of 
the  kerygma  of  the  OT  and  of  what  is  really  central  to  it  depends  on  interests 
and  means  that  were  not  always  those  of  the  NT  and  its  age.  This  is  the 
more  positive  side  to  the  function  of  historical  criticism  in  relation  to  OT 
understanding,  and  one  which  can  often  reach  conclusions  acceptable  to 
Jew  and  Christian  alike. 

I  would  like  to  conclude  on  this  note.  Far  from  being  superfluous  or 
detrimental  to  the  faith  which  approaches  the  OT  seeking  to  hear  a  word, 
historical  criticism  serves  the  dual  function  of  setting  its  critical  affirmations 
in  credible  relief  and  of  bringing  to  its  text  the  resources  necessary  for  the 
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better  understanding  of  its  message.  Without  destroying  its  value  for  faith, 
historical  research  helps  us  to  define  the  kind  of  history,  and  its  limitations, 
that  has  been  made  the  vehicle  of  revelation.  It  has  become  a  commonplace 
to  designate  this  as  history  become  myth:  “The  Exodus  from  Egypt  is  a 
historical  datum,  it  becomes  a  matter  of  religion  only  when  myth  has  por¬ 
trayed  it  in  paradigmatic  terms.”33  I  remain  not  entirely  convinced  of  the 
aptness  of  this  category.  It  is  true  that  by  now  we  have  long  been  schooled 
away  from  a  simplistic  conception  of  myth  as  stories  about  disreputable 
goings  on  among  the  gods;  we  have  learned  that  this  is  a  distortion  of  myth, 
that  myth  is  in  fact  a  genuine,  if  not  an  empirical  or  strictly  rational  way  of 
attempting  to  get  at  a  truth.  There  are,  we  are  told,  good  as  well  as  bad 
myths,  and  even  just  harmless  myths  which,  nevertheless,  give  men  direction 
and  motivation:  myths  of  race  and  of  nationhood,  the  American  dream  and 
Yankee  know-how,  the  lost  Eden  to  be  regained  or  the  utopia  to  be  achieved, 
and  so  forth.  It  may  be  that  in  this  sense  we  will  have  to  understand  keryg- 
matic  history  as  myth— that  is,  all  history  that  man  lives  by  as  a  faith  can 
be  called  myth.34  But  it  seems  to  me  that  we  are  in  danger  of  taking  away 
myth’s  distinctive  meaning  by  making  it  mean  too  many  different  things. 
Also,  I  would  prefer  a  term  for  biblical  history  other  than  one  which,  to  the 
extent  that  the  Bible  uses  it  at  all— which  is  rarely— it  sets  precisely  in  op¬ 
position  to  its  kerygma.35  Nor  is  this  usage  merely  a  reflection  of  an  un¬ 
sophisticated  appreciation  of  myth,  since  the  same  wealth  of  meanings  now 
attached  to  myth  was  available  to  the  biblical  authors  as  well.  I  would 
prefer,  in  other  words,  a  term  that  did  not  apply  equally  well  to  the  biblical 
kerygma  and  to  those  cleverly  concocted  tales  (2  Pet  1:  16)  that  the  Bible 
sets  against  it.  If  myth  is  to  be  the  phrase,  we  no  longer  have  a  means  of 
distinguishing  what  the  Bible  calls  myth— and  is  myth,  by  anyone’s  defini¬ 
tion— from  that  which  it  sets  in  the  most  profound  opposition  to  it,  and  we 
set  on  one  and  the  same  level  an  historical  faith  in  election  with  its  caricature 
in  Blut  urtd  Boden  superstition.  Faced  with  the  same  option  some  years 
ago,  G.  E.  Wright  preferred  to  define  the  OT  idea  as  one  of  history  inter¬ 
preted  by  faith.36  This  is  the  way  I  believe  the  Bible  would  want  to  describe 
itself,  and  that  I  believe  is  what  historical  criticism  assists  us  in  defining 
more  precisely. 

The  scholar  who  is  being  honored  in  these  present  pages  has,  among  the 
many  other  contributions  he  has  brought  to  biblical  studies,  always  evinced 
a  concern  for  theological  interpretation,  pointing  out  the  enduring  value 
of  biblical  meaning  once  it  has  been  wrested  from  the  text,  (I  think,  for 
one  thing,  of  his  work  on  the  Chronicler’s  history  in  the  AB  series,  dealing 
with  material  that  has  not  always  been  judged  to  hold  much  promise  for 
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the  Christian  reader.)  Whether  or  not  he  will  approve  of  the  views  expressed 
in  the  article  preceding,  I  trust  that  he  will  accept  them  as  having  been 
uttered  in  appreciation  of  and  in  the  same  spirit  with  which  he  has  always 
approached  the  OT. 
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Israel  and  Her  Land: 

Some  Theological  Considerations 


Discussion  of  Israel  and  her  land  puts  us  in  a  peculiar  situation. 
On  the  one  hand,  the  topic  has  great  historical  interest.  Hence,  the  question 
of  the  occupation  of  the  land  as  dealt  with  by  Albrecht  Alt  and  his  followers 
and,  in  a  different  way,  by  John  Bright  and  others1  is  at  present  of  central 
concern  in  the  study  of  the  early  history  of  Israel.  On  the  other  hand,  to 
examine  the  topic  theologically  is  another  matter.  In  Old  Testament  study, 
it  was  never  really  the  center  of  interest,2  although  this  topic  occurs  through¬ 
out,  from  the  earliest  to  the  latest  layers  of  the  book.  When  it  was  pos¬ 
sible  to  write  an  Old  Testament  theology  centering  in  the  idea  of  the  covenant,® 
the  question  could  also  be  raised  of  whether  it  would  not  be  possible  to  make 
the  concept  of  Israel  and  her  land  the  main  idea  of  an  Old  Testament  the- 
ology.  Setting  aside  the  legitimacy  of  taking  a  single  so-called  proposition 
of  faith  as  the  central  idea  in  a  theology  of  the  Old  Testament,  should  one 
wish  to  make  the  attempt,  one  can  well  select  the  theme  of  Israel  and  her 
land.  Certainly  it  is  much  more  dominant  than  the  covenant  idea.  To 
examine  it  thoroughly  throughout  all  layers  of  the  Old  Testament  tradition 
cannot  of  course  be  done  in  a  short  article.  We  simply  draw  attention  to 
its  theological  importance  to  show  how  dominant  it  is  and  to  suggest  some 
ways  in  which  it  can  be  dealt  with. 

Yahweh  the  Owner  of  the  Land 

In  Lev  25:  23,  we  find  within  the  context  of  ordinances  concerning  the 
Year  of  Jubilee  the  following  passage: 

The  land  shall  not  be  sold  in  perpetuity,  for  the  land  is  mine,  for  you  are 
strangers  and  sojourners  with  me. 
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This  verse  consists  of  a  prohibition  and  two  sermonlike  extensions.  The 
first  extension  gives  the  idea  justifying  the  prohibition,  and  the  second 
points  out  its  meaning  when  it  is  applied  to  Israel.4  The  idea  is  that  Yahweh 
owns  all  the  land.  The  same  idea  is  found  in  Jer  2:  7  and  16:  18,  where  the 
land  is  called  nakalat  yhwh  (cf  2  Sam  20:  19;  21:  3).  The  basic  meaning  of 
nahaldh  is  “landed  property  apportioned  to  an  individual.”5  Clearly,  here 
the  term  is  not  used  in  its  original  meaning.  Nobody  could  apportion  land 
to  Yahweh.  This  does  not  imply,  however,  that  the  idea,  “Yahweh  is  the 
owner  of  the  land,”  is  late.  Rather,  just  the  opposite  seems  to  be  true. 
The  idea  is  the  first  attempt  of  the  Israelite  tribes  and  clans  who  had  invaded 
Palestine  to  relate  their  God,  Yahweh  from  Sinai,  to  the  new  land  they  had 
just  occupied.  The  idea  that  a  god  owns  all  the  land  where  his  worshipers 
live  is  actually  an  old  Canaanite  concept,  where  Baal  or  the  Baalim  are  the 
owners  of  all  the  landed  properties,  fields,  vineyards,  orchards,  together 
with  all  the  springs,  trees,  hills,  and  the  like.  They  give  rain  and  fertility 
to  the  land,  and  thus  make  possible  the  living  of  their  worshipers.6  Ac¬ 
cordingly,  the  Baalim  receive  worship  to  assure  rainfall  and  fertility.  When, 
however,  the  Israelite  tribes  and  clans  entered  the  Canaanite  world  by 
settling  in  Palestine,  their  religion  of  Yahweh  from  Mount  Sinai  or  of  the 
Gods  of  their  Fathers7  was  not  related  to  a  way  of  life  on  arable  land.  Con¬ 
sequently,  when  the  Israelites  first  turned  the  sod  of  Canaan,  they  became 
dependent  upon  the  blessings  of  its  gods.  This  means  that  the  change  of 
the  culture  by  the  newcomers  in  Canaan  was  necessarily  a  move  toward 
syncretism  unless  a  way  was  found  to  relate  the  new  life,  with  its  dependence 
on  rain  and  fertility,  to  Yahweh.  The  simplest  way  to  cope  with  this  crucial 
problem  was  for  them  to  follow  the  Canaanite  example  and  to  conceive  of 
Yahweh  as  the  owner  of  the  land  and  the  giver  of  its  fertility. 

That  they  did  so  is  indicated  by  the  many  cultic  practices  related  to 
agrarian  life,  which  the  Israelites  adopted  from  the  Canaanites  and  related 
to  their  God  Yahweh.  All  these  practices  must  be  seen  against  the  back¬ 
ground  that  Yahweh  is  the  owner  of  the  land:  the  sacral  fallowness  every 
seven  years,  Ex  23:  10  f;  Lev  25:  1  f;8  the  offering  of  the  first  fruits,  Ex  23: 
19;  34:  26;  Lev  23:  10;  the  custom  of  not  harvesting  the  fruits  of  newly 
planted  trees.  Lev  19:  23  ff;9  the  tithe,  Ex  22:  28;  Num  18:  21  ff;  Deut  14: 
22;  or  the  practice  of  not  gleaning  the  fields  completely,  Lev  19:  9  f;  23:  22. 

Such  assimilation  of  the  Yahweh  religion  to  the  needs  of  a  rural  society 
through  introduction  of  a  new  proposition  of  faith— that  Yahweh  is  the 
owner  of  the  land— could  not  be  done  overnight.  It  was  easier  to  leave  the 
traditional  picture  of  Yahweh  as  it  was  and  to  worship  Yahweh  and  Baal 
together.  The  resultant  struggle  is  reflected  in  Hos  2:  4  ff.  The  prophet 
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accuses  in  the  name  of  Yahweh,  “She  did  not  know  that  it  was  I  who  gave 
her  the  grain,  the  wine  and  the  oil  .  ...”  (2:  8). 

In  the  light  of  all  this,  it  can  be  said  that  it  was  a  fundamental  necessity 
for  the  Israelites  to  relate  their  God  Yahweh  to  the  basic  needs  of  daily 
life,  which  in  this  case  meant  to  relate  him  to  the  land  where  they  now  lived 
and  to  their  new  way  of  making  a  living— that  is,  in  an  agricultural  en¬ 
vironment.  A  religion  is  doomed  when  it  no  longer  answers  the  fundamental 
questions  of  life.  So  it  was  quite  natural  for  the  Israelites  in  their  new  home 
to  conceive  of  Yahweh  as  the  owner  of  the  land  and  the  giver  of  its  yield. 
And  it  was  also  quite  natural  that  it  was  here  where  the  struggle  between 
Yahweh  and  Baal  began. 

Two  ideas  complementary  to  the  concept  that  Yahweh  owns  the  land  were 
developed  by  the  Israelites.  The  first  looks  rather  peculiar  within  Old 
Testament  theology.  It  introduces  a  strange  limitation,  and  therefore  never 
played  a  major  part  in  Israelite  thinking.  It  is  the  idea  that  since  Yahweh’s 
land  is  Canaan,  the  other  countries  are  owned  by  the  gods  of  the  Gentiles. 
Accordingly,  the  Israelite  who  has  to  leave  his  homeland  also  leaves  his 
God  (1  Sam  26:  19).  Furthermore,  whoever  wanted  to  worship  Yahweh 
in  a  foreign  country  had  to  take  with  him  a  certain  amount  of  Israelite 
soil.  No  fugitive  like  David,  rather,  only  a  rich  person  who  traveled  in  a 
caravan,  could  do  that  (2  Kings  5:  17).  The  same  idea  could  be  expressed 
in  cultic  terms.  Yahweh’s  land  is  considered  clean;  the  countries  of  the 
Gentile  gods,  unclean.  The  idea  sometimes  occurs  in  the  earlier  prophets 
(Hos  9:  3  f;  Amos  7:  17). 

The  other  complementary  idea  is  characteristic  of  Israelite  thinking. 
Once  the  land  of  Israel  was  called  nahfllat  Yahweh,  the  term  ger  (“sojourner,” 
“alien”)  entered  the  picture.  Because  of  the  realities  of  life,  both  terms  are 
closely  related  to  one  another.  Wherever  there  are  people  living  within 
their  natural  family  communities  on  their  landed  property  allotted  to  them, 
there  are  also  people  who  have  come  from  other  places,  where  they  have  left 
their  natural  communities  and  their  inheritance.  Where  they  are  living 
now,  they  are  strangers  or  sojourners  and  can  lay  no  legal  claim  on  pro¬ 
tection  from  their  host  communities  or  on  their  nahHah .10  So  once  the 
idea— the  land  where  Israel  lives  is  the  nahalat  Yahweh— was  introduced 
(Lev  25:  23;  Ps  79:  1;  Jer  2:  7),  the  complementary  idea  could  be  developed: 
Israel  is  the  ger  permitted  to  live  on  Yahweh’s  property.  The  phrase  “You 
are  strangers  and  sojourners  with  me”  (Lev  25:  23)  is  certainly  one  of  the 
latest  developments  of  the  idea  that  Yahweh  owns  the  land.  It  reveals  a 
deep  and  fine  understanding  of  the  Yahweh-Israel  relationship  much  more 
sublime  than  the  old  Canaanite  concept.  Israel  can  claim  nothing.  Instead, 
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her  existence,  livelihood,  and  security  depend  completely  on  her  God,  the 
true  owner  of  the  land. 

Some  Israelites  disapproved  of  the  new  features  ascribed  to  Yahweh  with 
the  new  idea  that  Yahweh  owns  the  land.  But  to  disapprove  actually  meant 
not  to  make  the  change  of  culture  from  a  nomadic  to  an  agricultural  way  of 
life;  there  was  no  other  way  to  avoid  the  rule  of  the  Canaanite  fertility  gods. 
Thus  the  Rechabites,  in  order  to  sustain  the  traditional  Yahweh-religion, 
tried  to  continue  the  nomadic  way  of  life,  even  after  the  occupation  of  the 
land  (Jer  35).u  Such  a  backward  radical  conservatism  could  hardly  expect 
broad  support;  so  its  representatives  were  considered  outsiders. 

Another  consideration  is  needed  in  this  context.  When  Yahweh  was  con¬ 
ceived  as  the  owner  of  the  land  and  giver  of  the  yields,  something  was  taken 
away  from  Baal  and  ascribed  to  the  God  of  Israel.  This  meant  that  both 
gods  were  seen  as  competitors  more  or  less  on  the  same  level.  In  the  long 
run,  the  outcome  of  their  struggle  would  have  been  highly  uncertain.  But 
Israel  was  able  to  take  the  new  concept  of  Yahweh  as  the  owner  of  the  land 
and  describe  it  in  categories  unknown  to  the  Canaanite  world  of  thought. 
The  God  of  Israel  who,  as  the  owner  of  the  land,  gives  the  yield  of  the  fields 
is  the  God  of  history.  That  understanding  is  clearly  reflected  in  a  relatively 
late  passage,  Deut  6:  10  f,  where  it  is  stated  that  Yahweh  brought  Israel 
into  the  land  which  he  had  promised  to  the  patriarchs,  a  land  with 

Great  and  goodly  cities,  which  you  did  not  build,  and  houses  full  of  good 
things,  which  you  did  not  fill,  and  cisterns  hewn  out,  which  you  did  not 
hew,  and  vineyards  and  olive  trees,  which  you  did  not  plant.  .  .  . 

Here  the  essential  gifts  of  nature,  water,  wine,  and  oil  are  related  to  Yahweh 
as  the  Lord  of  history.  This  made  Yahweh  so  far  superior  to  Baal  that  over 
the  centuries  Baal  disappeared  and  the  God  of  the  Old  Testament  became 
the  God  of  two  world  religions. 

The  Inheritance  of  Israel 

There  is  a  second  theological  concept  in  the  Old  Testament  concerning 
Israel  and  her  land.  It  is  found  primarily  in  the  narrative  tradition,  es¬ 
pecially  in  the  Pentateuch,  where  it  is  one  of  the  dominating  topics.  It 
appears  in  the  phrase  referring  to  Canaan  as  “the  land  which  Yahweh  your 
God  gives  you  for  an  inheritance.”  Even  though  the  phrase  does  not  occur 
prior  to  Deuteronomy  (Deut  4:  21,  38;  12:  9;  15:  4;  19:  10;  20:  16;  21:  23; 
24:  4;  25:  19;  26:  1),  it  is  representative  of  the  whole  concept.  Again  we 
have  the  term  nahaldh  (“inheritance”),  but  now  related  to  Israel.  Yahweh, 
who  owns  all  the  lands,  allots  them  to  individual  people  as  an  inheritance, 
(Josh  23:  4).  Canaan  is  Israel’s  inheritance. 
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This  idea  was  developed  within  the  categories  of  history.  The  older  idea 
described  above— that  Yahweh  owns  the  land,  and  accordingly  the  land  is 
the  nahfilat  yhwh— was  part  of  the  concept  that  he  is  the  lord  of  nature. 
This  is  Canaanite  in  origin,  since  it  reflects  the  cultural  situation  of  a  seden¬ 
tary  population  tilling  the  soil.  Beliefs  that  a  god  owns  the  land  and  gives 
the  blessing  of  the  soil  are  not  related  to  a  particular  country;  they  can  be 
developed  anywhere.  So  they  are  not  confined  in  a  special  way  to  Palestine; 
they  can  apply  to  any  productive  land.  But  a  specific  Israelite  development 
is  that  the  concept  of  Yahweh  as  the  Lord  of  nature  was  connected  with  the 
concept  of  Yahweh  as  the  Lord  of  history.12  History,  however,  takes  place 
in  areas  that  can  be  geographically  localized,  and  deals  with  peoples  who 
can  be  identified.  Within  this  context  of  Yahweh  the  Lord  of  history, 
Israel  could  move  to  much  more  specific  statements  concerning  her  relation¬ 
ship  to  her  land  than  within  the  concept  of  Yahweh  as  the  Lord  of  nature. 
Speaking  in  historical  categories,  Israel  could  say  that  the  land  was  promised 
and  given  to  her  by  Yahweh.  She  could  then  describe  how  the  promise  was 
fulfilled.  The  land  could  be  identified  and  its  boundaries  described,  and  fi¬ 
nally  she  could  face  the  problem  that  before  she  occupied  the  land  it  was 
not  without  population;  rather,  it  was  owned  by  other  peoples. 

Probably  the  oldest  text  in  the  Old  Testament  dealing  with  the  land  of 
Israel  as  a  gift  of  God  is  the  old  creed  in  Deut  26:  5-9.  According  to  Israel's 
way  of  thinking,  which  is  to  explain  conditions  of  the  present  as  results  of 
happenings  in  the  past,  this  text  states  the  following:  Israel  is  enjoying  the 
yields  of  the  fields  of  the  land  Canaan  because  Yahweh  brought  her  “into 
this  place”  and  gave  her  “this  land”  (vs  9).  It  is  the  culmination  of  a  long 
history,  which  began  with  the  forefather,  who  was  a  wandering  Aramean 
(vs  5).  This  creed  was  recited  with  the  annual  dedication  of  the  first  fruits 
to  Yahweh  on  the  occasion  of  the  Feast  of  Weeks.13  What  was,  within  the 
concept  of  Yahweh  as  the  owner  of  the  land,  during  and  immediately  after 
the  period  of  the  occupation,  a  gift  of  thanksgiving  for  the  yields  of  nature 
is  now,  within  historical  categories  which  lead  to  the  concept  of  Israel  as 
the  owner  of  the  land,  a  gift  of  thanksgiving  returned  to  Yahweh  for  the 
gift  of  the  land.  A  gift  of  nature  is  returned  for  a  gift  of  history.  The  God 
of  nature  and  the  God  of  history  have  become  one. 

The  allusion  to  the  “father”  who  was  “a  wandering  Aramean”  is  broadly 
expanded  in  the  Pentateuch.  It  is  dominated  by  the  two  promises,  to  make 
Israel  a  great  nation,  and  to  give  her  land  (Gen  12:  1-4;  24:  7;  26:  3).  The 
promise  of  national  greatness  and  the  promise  of  a  land  belong  together. 
Since  there  is  no  great  nation  without  a  land,  the  fulfillment  of  the  promise 
of  the  land  must  precede  the  fulfillment  of  the  other  promise  to  make,  a 
great  nation.  Although  in  the  schematic  reconstruction  of  salvation  history 
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in  Deut  26:  5-9  this  order  is  reversed,  the  fulfillment  of  the  one  promise 
remains  necessary  to  the  fulfillment  of  the  other. 

Once  Israel  believed  that  her  land  was  promised  and  given  to  her  by  her 
God,  it  was  essential  to  describe  the  land  geographically  and  to  define  its 
boundaries.  The  land  which  Yahweh  promised  to  show  to  Abraham  (Gen  12: 
1)  had  to  be  identified.  In  this  respect,  however,  the  Old  Testament  gives 
us  no  clear  picture.  The  descriptions  of  boundaries  reflect  the  situation  of 
different  periods,  and  include  territories  actually  possessed  or  territories 
not  possessed  but  claimed.  To  discuss  all  this  in  detail  is  neither  possible 
nor  necessary.14  It  is  sufficient  to  point  out  that  in  various  passages  in  the 
Old  Testament,  within  the  context  of  the  idea  of  the  promise  of  the  land, 
rather  general  boundaries  are  given.  The  promised  land  stretches  from  the 
Sea  of  Suf  (or  the  River  of  Egypt)  in  the  south  to  the  Euphrates  (or  the 
Gateway  to  Hamath)  in  the  north;  and  from  the  sea  in  the  west  to  the  banks 
of  the  Jordan  River  in  the  east.15  It  is  important  to  observe  that  Trans- 
jordania  was  not  included.  It  was  considered  foreign  soil  (Gen  31:  3),  and 
the  construction  of  an  altar  east  of  the  Jordan  River  was  regarded  as  a 
defection  from  Yahweh  (Josh  22:  10  ff).16  This  is  land  Yahweh  does  not 
own,  and  so  it  was  considered  “unclean”  (vs  19).  In  full  agreement  with 
this,  the  system  of  Israelite  tribal  boundaries  given  in  the  book  of  Joshua 
includes  no  tribal  territories  east  of  the  Jordan.17  This,  however,  was  in¬ 
compatible  with  the  facts.  According  to  the  historical  evidence,  at  least 
the  tribes  Gad  and  Machir  occupied  territories  in  East  Jordania18  and,  ac¬ 
cording  to  the  Pentateuch,  the  traditional  tribes  of  East  Jordania  were 
Reuben,  Gad,  and  Half-Manasseh.19 

The  story  in  Num  32  shows  that  this  was  considered  a  problem.  When 
the  representatives  of  these  tribes  asked  Moses  to  have  East  Jordania 
assigned  to  them,  Moses  considered  it  an  act  of  noncompliance  with  the 
promise  of  the  land.  Clearly,  Transjordania  was  originally  not  part  of  the 
promised  land.  Later,  according  to  the  story,  after  Reuben  and  Gad  had 
promised  Moses  to  help  the  majority  of  the  tribes  with  the  occupation  of 
West  Jordania,  their  request  was  met.  Moses  assigned  to  them  Transjordania 
(vs  23  ff;  Josh  22:  1-9).  Here  the  original  understanding  is  corrected.  Since 
Israelite  tribes  were  well  established  in  East  Jordania,  that  area  was  later 
included  in  the  promised  land.  All  this  accurately  reflects  the  historical 
events.  The  East  Jordanian  country  was  colonized  only  in  a  second  move 
from  the  west  by  parts  of  Ephraim  and  Machir  when  they  had  difficulties 
in  finding  land  in  West  Jordania.  Gad,  a  later  arrival  from  the  desert,  on 
discovering  the  west  banks  of  the  Jordan  already  occupied,  settled  in  the 
east  from  the  beginning.20 
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A  rather  late  description  of  the  boundaries  of  the  promised  land  is  included 
in  Ezekiel’s  program  of  the  future  (Ezek  47:  13-20).21  Here  the  original 
picture  is  restored;  East  Jordania  is  excluded— which  may  have  been  due 
to  the  fact  that,  with  the  destruction  of  the  northern  kingdom  in  722/1  b.c. 
by  the  Assyrians,  this  area  was  definitely  lost.22 

In  agreement  with  the  belief  that  the  land  described  in  the  boundary 
lists  is  a  gift  of  God,  the  narratives  concerning  the  occupation  emphasize 
that  the  land  was  given  to  Israel— she  did  not  take  it  herself.  Deut  31:  3 
says:  “The  Lord  your  God  himself  will  go  before  you;  he  will  destroy  these 
nations  before  you,  so  that  you  shall  dispossess  them.”23  The  statement  is 
a  guideline  for  interpreting  the  stories  in  Josh  1-12  concerning  the  occupa¬ 
tion.  These  begin  with  the  story  of  the  crossing  of  the  Jordan  River  (Josh 
3  and  4).  The  event  is  described  in  the  imagery  of  the  crossing  of  the  Red 
Sea,24  a  fact  indicating  the  importance  attached  to  the  occupation.  As 
Yahweh  brought  Israel  out  of  Egypt,  so  he  brought  her  into  the  promised 
land.  The  same  line  is  continued  in  the  subsequent  war  stories.  They  belong 
to  the  genre  of  the  narratives  concerning  the  holy  war,25  and  emphasize 
the  idea  that  Yahweh  was  the  one  who  gave  the  victory.  This  is  strongly 
indicated  by  the  stereotyped  phrase  “Yahweh  gave  Jericho  in  your  hand” 
(Josh  6:  2)  and  the  mention  of  a  miracle  in  favor  of  the  Israelites  during  the 
battle  (Josh  6:  20;  10:  10-13).  On  the  other  hand,  when  Israel  tried  to  oc¬ 
cupy  the  land  all  by  herself,  she  could  not  succeed  (Num  14:  39  ff;  Josh  7). 
This  is  enough  evidence  to  underscore  the  idea  that  the  land  was  given  to 
Israel— she  could  not  take  it.26 

God’s  gift  is  praised  with  enthusiasm.  It  is  called  “a  land  flowing  with 
milk  and  honey”  (Ex  3:  8;  13:  5;  Lev  20:  24;  Num  13:  28;  14:  8;  Deut  6: 
3;  26:  9),  a  phrase  reflecting  the  yearning  of  people  living  in  the  desert  for 
arable  land.  Almost  hymnlike  praises  of  the  land  surpass  this  stereotyped 
phrase  in  Deuteronomic  sermons  (Deut  8:  7-10;  11:  10-12;  cf  Num  13:  23). 
In  the  exuberance  of  that  praise,  the  land  is  described  as  even  superior  to 
Egypt,  where  the  Israelites  once  enjoyed  the  “fleshpots”  of  the  country 
(Ex  16:  3).  The  land  gives  its  yield  almost  by  itself:  “The  eyes  of  the 
Lord  ...  are  always  upon  it"  (Deut  11:  12).  In  such  language,  the  land  of 
Israel  becomes  almost  a  kind  of  paradise.  It  did  not  bother  the  Israelites 
that  the  reality  fell  considerably  short  of  that.  Canaan  appeared  to  them 
a  paradise  not  because  of  its  character  as  a  land  but  because  it  was  a  gift 
of  Yahweh.  For  that  the  Israelites  expressed  their  gratitude  by  exuberantly 
praising  the  land. 

There  was  another  area  where  the  religious  language  of  the  faithful  and 
reality  were  in  conflict,  and  this  was  considered  a  real  problem.  According 
to  the  promises  to  the  patriarchs,  Canaan  was  to  be  given  to  Israel,  but  the 
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Israelites  never  held  it  completely  or  alone*  Before  their  coming,  Palestine 
was  populated  by  the  Canaanites  and  representatives  of  various  other 
peoples.  How  much  attention  was  given  to  that  fact  is  indicated  by  the 
frequent  and  almost  stereotyped  lists  of  the  original  inhabitants.27  In  the 
period  of  the  occupation,  Israel  was  too  weak  to  expel  them;28  and  later, 
during  the  period  of  the  kingdoms,  she  did  not  intend  to  do  so. 

The  gap  between  the  theory  of  Israel’s  full  ownership  of  the  land  and 
the  political  reality  in  the  country  became  subject  to  reflections  of  various 
kinds.  Rather  rationalistic  answers  explained  why  Canaanites  and  others 
remained.  It  was  “because  they  had  chariots  of  iron”  (Judg  1 : 19;  cf  Josh  17; 
16).  It  was  because  “the  generations  of  the  people  of  Israel  might  know  war, 
that  he  might  teach  war  to  such  at  least  as  had  not  known  it  before”  (Judg  3: 
2).  It  was  “lest  the  land  become  desolate  and  the  wild  beasts  multiply  against 
you”  (Ex  23:  29).  It  is  clear  that  among  a  people  that  used  to  interpret 
historical  facts  in  the  light  of  their  faith,  such  answers  could  hardly  suffice. 
Hence,  other  answers  were  given  on  a  more  theological  level.  A  relatively 
early  passage  in  the  Book  of  Covenant  says; 

Little  by  little  I  will  drive  them  out  before  you,  until  you  are  increased  and 
possess  the  land  ....  For  I  will  deliver  the  inhabitants  of  the  land  into 
your  hand,  and  you  shall  drive  them  out  before  you.  You  shall  make  no 
covenant  with  them  or  with  their  gods.  They  shall  not  dwell  in  your  land, 
lest  they  make  you  sin  against  me;  for  if  you  serve  their  gods,  it  will  surely 
be  a  snare  to  you.  Ex  23:  30-33).29 

Vs  30  exhibits  impatience  with  the  unsatisfactory  situation  in  the  country, 
and  offers  an  explanation.  Then  follows  a  new  promise— Israel  will  drive 
out  the  original  inhabitants— and  a  prohibition  against  any  kind  of  agree¬ 
ment  or  settlement  with  them.30  That  the  promise  and  the  prohibition  could 
develop  shows  that  Israel  still  hoped  to  reach  a  final  solution  with  the  orig¬ 
inal  population  in  the  near  future. 

How  difficult,  however,  the  situation  was  with  the  Canaanites  still  in  the 
promised  land  is  indicated  by  the  offering  of  additional  theological  ex¬ 
planations:  “They  shall  be  a  snare  and  a  trap  for  you,  a  scourge  in  your 
sides,  and  thorns  in  your  eyes”  (Josh  23:  13);  it  is  a  punishment  of  Yah weh 
for  Israel’s  attempts  to  come  to  terms  with  the  original  population  (Judg 
2:  1  ff);  it  is  Yahweh’s  anger  with  Israel’s  idolatry  (Judg  2:  11-19,  20  f); 
Yahweh  wanted  to  test  Israel’s  loyalty  (Judg  3:  4  f).  Such  a  variety  of 
answers  shows  that  none  of  them  was  completely  satisfactory.  There  was 
actually  no  solution  to  the  problem  of  the  Canaanite’s  continuance  in  the 
promised  land. 
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David,  in  his  time,  offered  at  least  a  political  solution.  He  incorporated 
the  hitherto  independent  Canaanite  city-states  into  the  territories  of  Judah 
and  Israel.81  Later  his  successor  Solomon  called  on  the  non-Israelite  pop¬ 
ulation  to  supply  forced  labor  for  his  various  building  activities.82  This  too, 
however,  could  not  solve  the  theological  aspect  of  the  problem  that  the  Ca- 
naanites  were  still  there. 

Thus,  in  the  Deuteronomic  tradition,  the  Israelites  preparing  for  the 
crossing  of  the  Jordan  River  were  instructed:  “You  must  utterly  destroy 
them;  you  shall  make  no  covenant  with  them,  and  show  no  mercy  to  them” 
(Deut  7:  2;  20:  17).88  From  the  Deuteronomic  point  of  view,  and  against 
the  historical  background  of  this  theological  movement,  it  is  quite  clear 
that  such  ordinances  were  used  as  the  reason  for  all  the  problems  which 
arose  over  the  centuries  from  the  cohabitation  with  the  Canaanites,  because 
they  were  not  followed.84  On  the  other  hand,  with  the  collapse  of  the  As¬ 
syrian  empire,  hope  arose  that  King  Josiah  of  Judah  could  reunite  the  two 
kingdoms  and  have  full  control  of  the  promised  land.85  Even  though  that 
did  not  happen,  hope  continued  that  sometime  the  land  would  be  fully 
possessed,  as  had  been  promised.  In  the  description  of  the  redistribution 
of  the  land  following  the  return  from  the  exile  (Ezek  47: 13  ff,)  land  (nahalah) 
was  also  to  be  allotted  to  the  gertm.  It  is  certainly  presupposed  that  those 
gerim  would  now  be  worshipers  of  Yahweh.86 

Certain  theological  considerations  are  related  to  the  concept  that  the 
land  of  Canaan  is  the  naljPlat  Israel. 

It  can  be  shown  that  in  the  Old  Testament  the  two  promises  to  Israel — 
that  it  would  become  a  great  nation,  and  that  it  would  possess  the  promised 
land— belong  inseparably  together.  The  promise  to  a  group  of  seminomadic 
clans  and  tribes  that  they  would  become  a  great  nation  makes  no  sense  with¬ 
out  the  hope  that  sometime  they  would  possess  a  land  where  they  could 
become  a  great  nation.  And,  vice  versa,  they  would  not  need  a  promised 
land  if  they  had  no  hope  of  becoming  a  great  nation.  Consequently,  wherever 
there  are  Israelites  who  believe  themselves  to  be  the  people  of  God,  they 
cannot  conceive  of  the  idea  of  their  being  or  becoming  a  great  nation  without 
the  idea  of  their  possessing  a  promised  land;  and  the  idea  of  their  possessing 
a  promised  land  makes  no  sense  to  them  without  the  hope  of  their  becoming 
a  great  nation  to  hold  and  populate  it. 

The  idea  of  the  promised  land  was  developed  within  the  belief  of  Yahweh 
as  the  Lord  of  history.  Of  necessity,  then,  the  land  had  to  be  identified. 
The  promised  land  is  not  any  country.  It  is  the  land  of  Canaan,  the  borders 
of  which  could  be  identified,  given  to  Israel  in  the  thirteenth  century  b.c. 

Accordingly,  whoever  thinks  of  Israel  as  the  people  of  God  must  associate 
them  with  Canaan — not  with  another  land.  Israel  and  Canaan,  the  promised 
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land,  belong  together.  The  existence  of  Israel  can  be  described  only  in  a 
triangular  relationship: 


Israel 


Yahweh 

/  A 


Canaan 


No  point  can  be  left  out.  Without  Yahweh,  there  would  be  no  promise  of 
a  great  nation,  no  promise  of  a  land,  and  no  fulfillment.  The  nation  Israel, 
without  claim  of  being  the  people  of  God,  would  be  without  any  special  in¬ 
terest  in  world  history.  Canaan,  without  assignment  to  the  people  of  God, 
would  be  just  another  area  of  contention  in  the  power  game  of  world  poli¬ 
tics.37  It  was  certainly  with  a  lack  of  theological  understanding  that,  in 
the  very  beginning  of  the  Zionistic  movement,  men  like  Leon  Pinkser  or 
Theodore  Herzl,  for  reasons  of  suitability  or  expediency,  discussed  Argen¬ 
tina,  Uganda,  or  other  countries  as  new  homelands  for  the  Jews.38  Either 
there  is  a  people  of  God— Israel— related  to  Canaan;  or  there  is  just  another 
powerful  ethnic  minority  group  trying  to  invade  the  territory  of  a  foreign 
nation. 

The  historian  might  say  that  Canaan  was  invaded  and  taken  by  the 
Israelites,  as  lands  were  invaded  and  taken  by  other  peoples  at  different 
times  in  different  areas  of  the  ancient  Near  Eastern  world.  But  the  theo¬ 
logical  reflection  of  the  Old  Testament  tradition  clearly  indicates  that 
Israel  firmly  believed  this  land  was  given  her  by  an  act  of  her  God.  It  was 
not  taken  forcefully,  but  was  bestowed  by  God  upon  his  people  in  an  act 
of  mercy.  Here  two  things  belong  together:  the  idea  of  the  promised  land, 
and  the  idea  of  its  bestowal.  A  promised  land  taken  by  force  would  be  self¬ 
contradictory. 

In  her  cult,  Israel  confessed  that  the  promise  of  the  land  was  fulfilled 
(Deut  26:  9);  and  yet  the  original  inhabitants  were  not  completely  exter¬ 
minated  or  expelled.  Israel  was  not  able  to  do  so.  The  result  was  tension 
between  the  confession  of  fulfillment  of  the  promise  and  the  reality,  which 
constantly  needed  correction  by  a  “not  yet  total.”  Even  though,  in  her 
historical  retrospection,  Israel  pointed  out  that  everything  that  was  prom¬ 
ised  was  fulfilled,  the  “not  yet”  of  the  reality  left  open  the  possibility  of 
further  acts  of  Yahweh  in  the  future. 

Our  investigation  has  now  reached  a  point  where  another  question  should 
be  introduced.  Are  these  biblical  ideas  in  any  way  applicable  to  the  present 
situation  in  the  Middle  East,  where  today  Jews  have  returned  to  the  country 
which  in  the  Bible  is  called  the  promised  land  ?  It  seems  that  the  greatest 
caution  is  needed  here.  Is  contemporary  Israel  just  a  secular  nation  or  state, 
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or  is  she  more?  Is  she  still  the  chosen  people  of  God,  again  trying  to  live 
in  the  promised  land?  Can  a  direct  line  be  drawn  from  Old  Testament 
Israel,  to  New  Testament  Judaism,  to  all  the  different  factions  of  later 
world  Judaism,  and— finally— to  the  Israel  of  our  day?  Only  if  positive 
answers  can  be  given,  would  it  be  theologically  justifiable  to  apply  theolog¬ 
ical  conclusions  drawn  from  the  biblical  evidence  to  the  present  situation 
in  Palestine.  It  would  be  wrong,  however,  to  try  to  establish  such  a  con¬ 
nection  historically.  Statements  like  “Israel  is  the  people  of  God”  and 
Canaan  is  the  promised  land”  are  theological  statements  and  propositions 
of  faith.  Hence,  the  question  with  reference  to  the  present  situation  in 
the  Middle  East  is:  Does  the  Israel  of  today  still  represent  the  people  of 
God?  An  affirmative  answer  would  be  another  proposition  of  faith  im¬ 
portant  for  both  the  Jewish  religion  and  Christianity. 


Israel’s  Responsibility  in  the  Promised  Land 

The  promise  and  bestowal  of  the  land  constituted  only  one  aspect  in  Israel’s 
concept  of  the  land.  Here  Israel  was  dealing  with  her  past.  But  there  was 
something  more.  When  Israel  received  the  gift  of  the  land,  a  heavy  respon¬ 
sibility  was  placed  upon  her.  She  was  to  do  everything  necessary  to  keep 
and  maintain  this  gift  and  not  to  lose  it. 

In  Lev  18:  24  f  (cf  20:  22)  we  have  a  rather  archaic-looking  passage: 

Do  not  defile  yourselves  by  any  of  these  things,  for  by  all  these  the  nations 
I  am  casting  out  before  you  defiled  themselves;  and  the  land  became  defiled, 
so  that  I  punished  its  iniquity,  and  the  land  vomited  out  its  inhabitants. 


The  basic  idea  behind  this  quotation  seems  to  be  a  very  old  one  belonging 
to  the  world  of  natural  religion  and  mythology.  A  natural  relation  exists 
between  men  and  the  land  they  live  on.  If  they  violate  the  order  of  nature, 
they  defile  both  themselves  and  the  land  also— which  is  why  the  land  vomits 
out  the  transgressors.  The  land  is  spoken  of  here  as  a  mythological  entity 
with  its  own  power.  Israelite  thought  differs.  The  mythological  power  of 
the  land  is  suppressed,  and  Yahweh  is  introduced  as  the  one  who  casts  out 
the  transgressors  and  punishes  them.  But  the  archaic  phraseology  that  the 
land  is  acting  is  still  sustained. 

This  shows  that  in  the  Code  of  Holiness,  of  which  Lev  18  is  a  part,  there 
is  more  than  merely  a  relationship  between  Israel  and  her  land  in  categories 
of  theological  history.  The  new  dimension  added  here  is  that,  with  the 
bestowal  of  the  land,  a  heavy  responsibility  was  laid  upon  Israel.  Now  she 
has  to  act  and  to  behave  in  the  land  in  a  way  that  she  can  keep  it  or  stay  in 
it.39  The  same  idea  is  even  more  strongly  developed  in  Deuteronomy,  and 
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certainly  under  the  impression  of  the  exile  in  the  Deuteronomistic  litera¬ 
ture.  Two  areas  are  to  be  briefly  discussed  in  this  context:  cult,  and  law. 

If  Canaan  was  Yahweh’s  gift  to  Israel  by  which  her  existence  as  a  great 
nation  became  possible,  then  Israel’s  first  duty  in  the  promised  land  was 
to  worship  Yahweh.  Accordingly,  the  Yahwist  relates  that  one  of  the  first 
things  Abraham  did  after  arriving  in  the  promised  land  was  to  build  an 
altar  (Gen  12:  7  f),  as  also  did  Isaac  and  Jacob  after  the  promises  were 
renewed  to  them  (Gen  26:  25;  28:  18  ff;  JE).  The  obligation  of  worship  is 
again  recognized  when,  according  to  Josh  4  and  5,  Israel  began  the  Yahweh 
cult  immediately  after  the  tribes  had  set  foot  on  Canaanite  soil.  As  soon  as 
the  people  of  Yahweh  enter  Canaan,  regular  worship  of  Yahweh  shall  begin. 
Deuteronomy  emphasizes  this  by  declaring  that  in  the  promised  land  is 
“the  place  which  the  Lord  your  God  will  choose  out  of  all  your  tribes  to  put 
his  name  and  to  make  his  habitation  there”  (Deut  12:  5).  The  place  is  not 
identified,  but,  it  is  important  to  see,  it  is  in  the  promised  land  (Deut  12:  1). 

Again  we  see  that  Yahweh,  Israel,  and  Canaan  belong  together  insepar¬ 
ably,  this  time  for  cultic  reasons.  It  is  probably  not  an  overstatement  to 
say  that  the  destiny  of  Canaan  is  to  be  the  place  where  Yahweh  is  worshiped. 
There  can  be  no  worship  of  Yahweh  by  his  people  other  than  in  the  promised 
land.  An  altar  in  East  Jordania  is  considered  illegitimate  (Josh  22:  10  ff); 
or  when  the  exiles  worship  in  the  land  of  their  captivity,  they  turn  to  Jeru¬ 
salem  to  pray  (1  Kings  8:  48).  P  adds  that  in  order  to  make  legitimate  wor¬ 
ship  possible  later  in  the  promised  land,  a  model  of  the  temple  and  all  the 
equipment  was  prepared  by  Moses  on  Mount  Sinai  (Ex  25  ff). 

According  to  all  this,  Canaan  is  the  land  where  the  people  of  God  are  to 
worship  Yahweh.40  Accordingly,  it  is  decreed  in  Deuteronomy  that  Israel 
must  destroy  in  Canaan  all  the  places  where  the  original  inhabitants  wor¬ 
shiped  their  Gods  (12:  1  ff).  Only  the  single  place  designated  for  the  wor¬ 
ship  of  Yahweh  is  left.  No  worship  other  than  that  paid  to  Yahweh  at  that 
particular  place  is  permitted  (Deut  4:  25;  6:  14;  12:  30).  Only  in  this  way 
can  the  promised  land  be  what  it  is  intended  to  be — the  one  land  in  the 
world  where  Yahweh  receives  worship  from  his  people.  To  fulfill  its  destiny, 
Canaan  needs  Israel.  Or,  in  other  words,  Israel  can  be  the  people  of  God  only  if 
it  worships  Yahweh  in  Canaan.  Israel  needs  Canaan  to  be  the  people  of  God. 

A  rather  archaic-looking  formulation  is  found  in  Lev  25  in  the  intro¬ 
duction  to  the  laws  concerning  the  Sabbatical  Year:  “When  you  come  into 
the  land  which  I  give  you,  the  land  shall  keep  a  Sabbath  to  the  Lord” 
(vs  2).41  Strangely  enough,  not  Israel  but  the  land  appears  here  as  the  sub¬ 
ject  of  a  cultic  activity  directed  to  Yahweh.  This  shows  again  that  the  land 
has  a  special  obligation  to  Yahweh,  and  that  when  Israel  enters  the  prom¬ 
ised  land  she  assumes  the  responsibility  to  respect  that  obligation. 
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The  fact  that  the  cultic  regulations  of  the  Old  Testament  are  part  of  the 
Old  Testament  law  tradition  allows  us  to  go  one  step  further.  Not  only 
is  worship  to  Yahweh  related  to  the  promised  land,  but  so  is  the  entire  law. 
To  be  a  great  nation,  Israel  needs  a  land— there  can  be  no  great  nation  with¬ 
out  land.  Similarly,  to  be  the  people  of  Yahweh,  Israel  needs  the  law  of 
Yahweh  (Deut  4:  5  ff).  There  can  be  no  people  of  Yahweh  without  his  law. 
So  Canaan  is  the  land  where  the  law  of  Yahweh  is  complied  with.  All  this 
plays  again  a  major  role  in  the  theology  of  Deuteronomy.  The  law  is  given 
to  Israel  as  a  rule  of  life  for  her  stay  in  the  promised  land  (4:  1;  5:  31;  6: 
1-3).  In  Deut  12:  1,  the  Deuteronomic  law  code  is  introduced  with  the 
formula:  “These  are  the  statutes  and  ordinances  which  you  shall  be  careful 
to  do  in  the  land  which  the  Lord,  the  God  of  your  fathers,  has  given  you 
to  possess  all  the  days  that  you  live  upon  the  earth.”  It  is  important  to 
see  that  the  land  is  not  given  to  Israel  as  recompense  for  her  compliance 
with  the  law  of  Yahweh.  To  consider  it  a  recompense  would  be  to  mis¬ 
understand  passages  like  Deut  11:8:  “You  shall  therefore  keep  all  the  com¬ 
mandments  which  I  command  you  this  day,  that  you  may  be  strong,  and 
go  in  and  take  possession  of  the  land  which  you  are  going  over  to  possess.”42 
Accomplishment  and  recompense  are  not  the  categories  to  be  applied. 
Rather,  we  have  a  theological  order  of  thought:  If  Canaan  is  the  land  where 
Israel  is  to  comply  with  the  law  of  Yahweh,  then  Israel  needs  that  law  in 
advance  so  that  she  can  enter  the  promised  land.  That  is  why,  according 
to  Deuteronomy,  the  law  (Deut  12-26)  was  given  at  Mount  Nebo,  on  the 
doorsteps  of  the  promised  land.  Says  Deut  11:  31  f:  “For  you  are  to  pass 
over  the  Jordan  to  go  in  to  take  possession  of  the  land  which  the  Lord  your 
God  gives  you;  and  when  you  possess  it  and  live  in  it,  (then)  you  shall  be 
careful  to  do  all  the  statutes  and  ordinances  which  I  set  before  you  this 
day.” 

The  land  was  not  given  to  Israel  as  recompense  (Deut  9:  4  f;  12:  30); 
Israel  was  chosen,  the  patriarchs  had  received  the  promises,  and  the  land 
was  bestowed  upon  Israel  without  any  special  merit.  The  only  reason  that 
is  given  is  “Yahweh  loved  her”  (Deut  6:  8).  In  return,  Israel  is  expected 
to  show  gratitude.  An  instruction  intended  for  the  children  is  devised 
accordingly  (Deut  6:  20  ff).42  The  children  ask,  “What  is  the  meaning  of 
the  testimonies  and  the  statutes  and  the  ordinances  which  the  Lord  our  God 
has  commanded  you?”  The  fathers  are  to  answer  with  a  creed,  referring 
to  the  acts  of  God  beginning  with  the  liberation  from  Egypt  up  to  the  oc¬ 
cupation  of  the  land.  Here  it  is  quite  clear:  gratitude  for  the  gracious  acts 
of  God  culminating  in  his  gift  of  the  land  is  the  motivation  behind  Israel’s 
compliance  with  God’s  law.  On  the  other  hand,  without  God’s  gift  of  the 
land,  Israel  would  have  no  reason  to  respect  his  law. 
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As  the  people  of  Yahweh,  Israel  was  unique  among  the  nations  of  the  world 
(Deut  4:  6),  and  she  lived  in  a  special  country  of  the  world.  She  was  respon¬ 
sible  for  maintaining  her  special  character  and  that  of  the  land  by  living 
in  the  land  according  to  the  “testimonies  and  statutes  and  the  ordinances” 
that  Yahweh  her  God  had  “commanded  her”  (Deut  6:  20).  Israel  could 
easily  fail  and,  as  a  matter  of  fact,  often  did.  As  a  violation  of  her  relation¬ 
ship  to  her  God,  her  failure  was  spelled  out  in  detail  by  the  Old  Testament 
prophets— for  instance,  in  the  accusations  of  their  announcements  of 
judgment  against  her.44  But  her  failure  was  also  an  offense  against  the  special 
character  of  the  land  as  Yahweh’s  own  country.  Violation  of  the  law  of 
Yahweh  in  the  land  where  the  order  of  Yahweh  is  to  be  respected  or  worship 
of  other  gods  in  the  land  where  Yahweh  is  to  be  worshiped  would  sever 
Israel’s  relationship  to  the  land,  and  the  logical  result  would  be  expulsion. 

This  brings  us  back  to  the  archaic  formulation  in  Lev  18:  25  f  (cf  20:  22), 
which  we  discussed  before.  Because  of  their  conduct,  even  though  they  did 
not  know  what  they  were  doing,  the  original  inhabitants  of  Canaan  defiled 
the  land,  so  that  it  “vomited  them  out,”  and  the  people  of  God  entered  it 
to  fulfill  its  destiny.  The  same  fate  could  easily  befall  Israel  and,  as  a  matter 
of  fact,  it  did  (Lev  26:  32  f).  The  same  idea  is  widely  expressed  by  both  the 
Deuteronomic-Deuteronomistic  literature45  and  the  pre-exilic  prophets. 

In  a  rather  peculiar  way,  the  idea  is  also  expressed  at  the  end  of  the  Code 
of  Holiness  (Lev  26:  33-35).  Here  the  idea  of  expulsion  is  given  in  cultic 
categories.  The  background  is  the  archaic  idea  mentioned  above:  the  land 
is  under  obligation  to  “keep  a  Sabbath  to  the  Lord”  (Lev  25:  1).  But  a 
disobedient  Israel  could  interfere  and  not  allow  the  land  to  do  so.  In  that 
case,  Yahweh  “will  scatter  them  among  the  nations,”  and  “then  the  land 
shall  enjoy  its  Sabbaths”  (Lev  26:  33  f).  In  this  context,  the  expulsion  of 
Israel  seems  to  be  a  cultic  necessity. 

There  is,  however,  a  decisive  difference  ^between  the  expulsion  of  the 
original  inhabitants  and  the  expulsion  of  the  people  of  Yahweh.  The  ex¬ 
pulsion  of  the  original  inhabitants  was  definite  and  final,  and  the  land  was 
given  to  Israel  forever.48  But  the  expulsion  of  Israel  does  not  annul  the 
promise  and  bestowal  of  the  land;  it  is  only  temporary. 

Consequently,  two  exilic  passages,  which  certainly  reflect  the  influence 
of  the  message  of  the  prophets,  deal  with  the  possibility  of  Israel’s  return 
to  the  promised  land  (Deut  30: 1  ff,  and  1  Kings  8: 46  ff).47  Israel  may  return 
if  she  returns  to  Yahweh  and  repents.  Then  Yahweh  will  restore  her  fortunes, 
gathering  her  from  all  the  peoples  where  he  had  scattered  her  and  bringing 
her  back  to  her  land.  Two  things  are  important  in  this  development:  1)  Is¬ 
rael’s  return  to  the  promised  land  is  possible  if— and  only  if— Israel  returns 
to  her  God  and  repents.  This  means,  in  turn,  that  there  can  be  no  return 
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to  the  promised  land  without  repentance.  2)  If  Israel  repents,  then  Yahweh 
promises  to  act.  He  it  is  who  restores  Israel  to  the  promised  land,  giving 
the  land  to  her  again,  as  he  did  the  first  time  under  Joshua.  Israel  may  not 
return  on  her  own  to  retake  the  land. 

Here  our  investigation  must  be  concluded.  Again,  we  observe  that  it 
was  not  intended  to  give  a  full  picture  of  the  Old  Testament  concept  of 
Israel  and  her  land.  That  is  impossible  within  the  limitations  of  such  a 
short  article.  Instead,  it  was  intended  simply  to  show  how  important  and 
far-reaching  the  idea  is  in  the  Old  Testament  tradition -indeed,  that  it  has 
a  much  more  important  place  in  Israelite  thinking  than  recent  works  on 
Old  Testament  theology  seem  to  indicate. 

A  broader  discussion  of  our  topic  should  certainly  put  much  more  emphasis 
on  the  prophets.  The  prophets  of  the  seventh  and  sixth  centuries  in  partip- 
ular  made  a  major  contribution,  especially  on  the  subject  of  “expulsion  and 
return  to  the  homeland.”  So,  for  example,  Deutero-Isaiah  would  deserve 
a  closer  look,  since  it  is  he  who  announces  the  return  of  Israel  to  the  promised 
land  at  the  beginning  of  the  eschatological  age.  Then  God  leads  his  people 
back  to  Jerusalem  (Is  40:  9-11;  52:  7-12),  in  an  event  equal  to  the  exodus 
from  Egypt.48 
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The  gap  between  a  popular  understanding  of  the  book  of  Joshua 
and  the  biblical  understanding  is  so  wide  that  one  may  well  wonder  whether 
it  can  ever  be  eliminated  or  even  narrowed.  Since  the  Enlightenment, 
Joshua  has  seemed  to  many  people  as  so  primitive,  as  so  gross  an  example 
of  man  s  inhumanity  to  man,  using  God’s  word  as  the  excuse  for  indiscrim¬ 
inate  killing,  that  many  have  queried  how  the  book  can  be  considered  sacred 
Scripture.  All  one  can  do  with  it,  it  has  often  been  said,  is  to  consider  it 
the  earliest  and  lowest  point  in  Israel’s  history,  out  of  which  she  emerged 
with  her  prophets  and  wisemen  to  become  the  conscience  of  the  Western 
world.  Theologically,  this  emergence  has  been  dealt  with  as  a  spectacularly 
vivid  example  of  what  used  to  be  called  “progressive  revelation.” 

On  the  other  hand,  the  introduction  of  history  of  tradition  methods  has 
overcome  the  technical  fragmentation  of  source  criticism.  Thus,  now  we 
have  been  taught  to  see  that  Israel’s  ancient  epic  is  confessional  in  nature, 
centering  on  the  themes:  God’s  promise  to  the  Patriarchs;  the  deliverance 
of  the  newly  created  and  chosen  people  from  Egyptian  slavery;  and  the  gift 
of  the  Land  of  Promise  to  those  who  had  no  power,  for  whom  the  world’s 
powers  would  provide  no  justice  or  righteousness.  These  themes  are  set 
in  the  context  of  a  view  of  the  world  (Gen  1-1 1)  in  sordid  disarray,  in  violent 
rebellion  against  the  conditions  of  creation.  Hence,  God’s  actions  with  Israel 
are  his  positive  answer  to  the  problem  of  man  and  his  civilization.  And 
man’s  warfare  on  earth,  in  the  context  of  his  life  as  rebellion,  can,  from  the 
larger  perspective,  be  viewed  as  God’s  warfare,  his  use  of  human  agency  for 
his  own  purpose,  to  the  end  that  the  world  become  his  Kingdom.1 
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This  recalling  by  the  new  scholarship  of  the  classic  Old  Testament  themes 
means  that  the  book  of  Joshua  can  no  longer  be  considered  an  ugly  and 
fanatical  primitivism.  It  is  squarely  at  the  center  of  Israel’s  most  “advanced” 
confessional  theology.  The  tradition  centers  in  God’s  deliverance  from 
bondage,  with  its  accompanying  themes  of  crossing  the  sea  and  leading 
through  the  wilderness,  and  finally  the  entrance  into  the  Promised  Land. 

At  this  level.  Old  Testament  scholarship  has  finally  come  abreast  of  what 
the  historian  has  all  along  seen  to  be  the  formative  influence  of  these  tra¬ 
ditions  of  Israel,  so  understood  and  interpreted,  on  the  Western  world, 
and  especially  on  America.  The  sociologist  Robert  N.  Bellah  has  written 
about  an  American  “Civil  Religion”  that  exists  in  certain  formal  public 
documents  from  the  Puritans  through  Washington  to  Johnson.  It  is  a 
religion  that  is  precisely  in  neither  church  nor  synagogue,  but  exists  beside 
them.  The  God  of  this  religion 

has  much  less  to  do  with  natural  law  than  with  ancient  Israel;  the  equation 
of  America  with  Israel  in  the  idea  of  the  “American  Israel”  is  not  infre¬ 
quent  ....  [This,  always  implicit]  becomes  explicit  in  Jefferson's  second 
inaugural  when  he  said:  “I  shall  need,  too,  the  favor  of  that  Being  in  whose 
hands  we  are,  who  led  our  fathers,  as  Israel  of  old,  from  their  native  land  and 
planted  them  in  a  country  flowing  with  all  the  necessaries  of  life.”  Europe 
is  Egypt;  America,  the  promised  land.  God  has  led  his  people  to  establish 
a  new  sort  of  social  order  that  shall  be  a  light  to  the  nations.2 

Theodore  P.  Greene,  professor  of  American  history  at  Amherst  College, 
in  assessing  the  history  of  higher  education  in  this  country,  affirms  that 
the  full  dimensions  of  the  present  student  unrest  “are  fundamentally  reli¬ 
gious  impulses  and  that  neither  the  categories  of  Enlightenment  liberalism 
nor  those  of  Marxist  radicalism  can  do  full  justice  to  them.”  Nineteenth- 
century  colleges  had  at  the  center  of  their  education  certain  impulses, 
biblically  centered,  which  can  be  summarized  as:  a  sense  of  community, 
a  sense  of  mission,  a  strong  sense  of  vocation,  and  an  intimate  concern  for 
salvation,  which  with  all  its  variations  of  meaning  meant,  and  still  means, 
at  its  center  “a  state  of  wholeness,  a  sense  of  being  at  one  not  only  within 
one’s  self  but  with  the  whole  universe  and  society  in  which  one  lives  .  .  .  .” 
In  the  words  of  a  certain  Reverend  David  Clark,  at  the  dedication  of  the 
first  building  of  Amherst  College,  all  this  endeavor  was  “to  fertilize  the 
boundless  wastes  of  a  miserable  world.”3  Here  again,  the  basic  themes  were 
drawn  from  the  Bible,  with  Joshua  as  central  with  Exodus  to  Israel’s  con¬ 
fessional  epic:  a  chosen  community  to  be  a  blessing  to  the  world,  each  in¬ 
dividual  called  by  God’s  “Thou  shalt”  to  labor  for  the  common  good,  until 
the  weapons  of  war  become  those  of  peace. 
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From  Israel’s  prose  narratives,  von  Rad,  as  is  well  known,  separated  a 
number  of  pericopes  which  narrate  God’s  mighty  acts,  or  saving  activity, 
in  the  formation  of  the  new  people.  The  conquest  of  Canaan  is  always  the 
climax,  but  it  is  not  a  tale  of  heroes  and  great  acts  of  bravery.  Joshua 
and  Israel  are  simply  God’s  instruments,  but  the  work  is  God’s  work.  He 
is  the  only  hero,  and  the  only  one  to  receive  full  praise  and  credit.  The  land 
was  not  won  by  Israel;  it  was  won  by  God.  It  is  a  Promised  Land  which 
God  gives  to  Israel.  One  result  in  Jerusalem  regulations  was  the  forbidding 
of  land  profiteering:  “The  land  must  not  be  sold  in  perpetuity;  the  land  be¬ 
longs  to  me”  (from  the  Holiness  Code,  Lev  25:  23).4  The  Apostle  Paul’s 
sermon,  as  summarized  in  Acts  13:  16-19,  is  simply  the  epitome  of  an  age- 
old  manner  of  confession: 

Men  of  Israel  and  you  who  fear  God,  hear  [this]:  The  God  of  this  people 
Israel  chose  our  fathers  and  exalted  the  people  during  their  time  in  the  land 
of  Egypt.  Then  with  great  power  he  led  them  from  it  ...  .  And  when  he 
had  destroyed  seven  nations  in  the  land  of  Canaan,  he  allotted  them  the 
land  .... 

In  Israel’s  Psalms  and  hymns,  the  recital  of  the  magnalia  Dei  may  be 
used  in  two  basic  ways:  On  the  one  hand,  God’s  acts  may  be  sung  as  a  paean 
of  praise  and  worship  whereby  he  is  magnified  and  blessed  by  the  com¬ 
munity.  On  the  other  hand,  the  recital  may  be  made,  but  God’s  powerful 
goodness  to  Israel  then  becomes  the  background  for  the  story  of  Israel’s 
infidelity,  the  hymn  thus  serving  the  purposes  of  confession.  The  prophets 
frequently  used  the  second  manner  as  one  of  their  forms  of  speech  (cf  Hos  11 
and  Jer  2).  In  the  Exilic  or  post-Exilic  trilogy  (Pss  104-106)  Ps  105  is  an 
example  of  the  first  type,  and  Ps  106  is  an  example  of  the  second. 

Here,  however,  we  have  space  to  call  attention  only  to  certain  hymns 
which  have  special  features  to  be  observed.  Ps  78  is,  in  its  overall  form, 
a  meditation  on  the  fall  of  Shiloh  to  the  Philistines  ca.  1050  b.c.  and  the 
reasons  for  God’s  rejecting  the  people  of  Joseph  but,  instead,  choosing  David 
and  Jerusalem  of  Judah  for  leadership  and  the  seat  of  his  temple.  The 
Jerusalem  Psalmist  of  the  royal  court  explains  that  Ephraim  failed  to  keep 
God’s  covenant: 

(11)  They  forgot  his  deeds, 

His  marvels  which  he  had  shown  them. 


Reciting  God’s  great  deeds  in  the  Exodus  on  Israel’s  behalf,  the  Psalmist 
continues: 
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(54)  He  brought  them  to  his  holy  territory 

(To)  this  mountain  his  right  hand  created. 

(55)  He  drove  out  nations  before  them; 

He  allotted  them  (land)  in  a  measured  inheritance; 

He  settled  the  tribes  of  Israel  in  their  tents.6 

One  thing  to  be  noted  in  this  early  pre-Exilic  Psalm  is  that  the  land  is  God’s 
allotment  to  Israel.  The  Hebrew  words  strongly  suggest  that  God  not  only 
gave  the  land  to  Israel  but  distributed  it  among  the  tribes.  The  only  way 
at  the  time  the  tribes  of  Israel  could  have  known  about  their  portions  is 
on  the  presumption  that  the  land  had  been  surveyed  and  parceled  out  by 
lot.  This  Psalm,  then,  gives  strong  support  to  the  supposition  that  what 
has  seemed  to  scholars  in  Joshua  as  late  and  artificial  is,  indeed,  very  old— 
that  is,  the  tradition  that  each  tribe  and  clan  had  received  its  “inheritance” 
from  God.  To  this  tradition,  the  affirmation  of  the  lottery  in  Josh  13-19 
seems  also  to  testify.  Can  those  chapters  therefore  be  a  gloss  on  the  book 
by  a  post-Exilic  priesthood,  as  literary  criticism  has  commonly  supposed? 
Would  the  Deuteronomic  historian  of  Israel  in  the  Promised  Land  be  ex¬ 
pected  to  compose  a  book  out  of  old  sources  which  narrated  God’s  victories 
and  not  God’s  gift  of  “inheritances”  ?  It  seems  to  this  writer  hardly  a  likely 
hypothesis. 

A  second  theme  is  one  of  great  sophistication— that  is,  the  reference  to 
the  conquest  as  God’s  bringing  of  his  people  to  the  holy  mountain  which 
he  has  created  (vs  54).  This  is  a  mythological  allusion;  the  holy  mountain 
is  that  one  of  Canaanite  mythology  existing  in  the  far  north  at  the  juncture 
of  heaven  and  earth  where  the  gods  abide.  The  conquest  of  Canaan— what 
does  the  poet  mean  by  referring  to  it  as  God’s  creation  of  the  holy  mountain  ? 
For  explanation,  let  us  turn  to  an  even  older  poem,  the  Passover  Hymn 
found  in  Ex  15  and  now  often  referred  to  as  the  Song  of  the  Sea. 

My  colleague  Frank  M.  Cross,  Jr.,  has  written  about  this  poem  as  follows: 

We  have  argued  elsewhere6  that  the  language  of  Exodus  15  is  more  con¬ 
sistently  archaic  than  that  of  any  other  prose  or  poetic  work  of  some  length 
in  the  Bible.  The  poem  conforms  throughout  to  the  prosodic  patterns  and 
canons  of  the  Late  Bronze  Age.  Its  use  of  mixed  metrical  structure,  its 
baroque  use  of  climactic  parallelism,  internal  rhyme  and  assonance,  place 
it  alongside  of  the  Song  of  Deborah  [Judg  5].7 

Cross’  argument  is  that  this  is  one  of  the  earliest  poems  in  the  Bible,  though 
it  may  not  have  been  put  into  writing  until  the  tenth  century  b.c. 

After  celebration  of  Yahweh’s  deliverance  of  Israel  from  pharaoh  and  his 
hosts  at  the  Egyptian  Reed  Sea,  the  poet  turns  to  the  conquest  of  Canaan 
as  follows:8 
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(13)  You  have  faithfully  led 

The  people  whom  you  have  delivered. 

You  have  guided  [them]  in  your  might 
To  your  holy  encampment. 

(14)  The  peoples  heard,  they  shuddered; 

Horror  seized  the  dwellers  of  Philistia  .... 

(16c)  When  your  people  passed  over,  Yahweh, 

When  your  people  passed  over  whom  you  created, 

You  brought  them  [in],  you  planted  them 
In  the  mount  of  your  heritage, 

The  dais  of  your  throne 
Which  you  made,  Yahweh, 

The  sanctuary,  Yahweh, 

Which  your  hands  created. 

Yahweh  will  reign 
Forever  and  ever ! 

In  these  forceful  words,  we  have  a  mixture  of  Israel’s  historical  experience, 
expounded  partly  in  her  ordinary  language  of  event  and  partly  in  the  lan¬ 
guage  of  Canaanite  myth.  The  conquest  i£  God’s  bringing  his  people  into 
the  Promised  Land.  Yet  that  event  has  cosmic  significance.  It  is  his  plant¬ 
ing  them  there  on  the  mountain  of  his  “heritage,”  the  place  of  his  temple 
(probably  both  cosmic  and  earthly  in  replica),  all  of  which  he  has  created 
and  from  which  he  will  exercise  his  sovereignty  forever.  The  holy  mountain 
at  earth’s  centrally  crucial  point,  where  his  people  live,  gathered  about  his 
throne,  and  from  which  he  will  forever  reign— this  is  precisely  the  central 
theme  of  that  beautiful  hymn  quoted  in  both  Is  2:  1-4  and  Mic  4:  1-4. 
There  the  temple  mountain  will  become  the  highest  and  central  point  of 
earth,  to  which  the  peoples  of  the  world  shall  stream  to  learn  the  ways  of 
the  sovereign  Judge  of  all  the  earth.  Only  then  will  there  be  universal  peace, 
so  that  a  man  may  lie  down  under  his  vine  or  his  fig  tree  and  “none  shall 
make  them  afraid”  (Mic  4:  4). 

The  peculiarity  of  the  early  employment  of  this  mythical  language  is  two¬ 
fold:  On  the  one  hand,  it  demanded  a  high  degree  of  sophistication  on  the 
part  of  both  Israelite  poet  and  his  hearers  if  they  were  to  comprehend  both 
the  allusions  and  the  high  degree  of  complexity  in  the  prosody.  On  the  other 
hand,  at  the  very  time  when  Israel  was  battling  for  her  distinctive  life  against 
Canaanite  religion,  Israelite  poets  were  free  to  make  such  use  of  Canaanite 
mythical  expressions  and  to  expect  to  be  understood.  So  deeply  rooted  is 
the  Yahwism  of  these  passages  that  we  cannot  for  a  moment  suppose  that 
the  Israelite  poet  believed  the  myth  he  was  quoting.  Nor  does  the  old 
pattern  of  argumentation  that  Israel  was  historicizing  myth  or  was  mythi¬ 
cizing  history  seem  quite  appropriate  for  this  usage.  Instead,  we  must 
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suppose  that  the  symbolic  power  of  the  mythic  pattern  was  fully  understood. 
Thus,  to  speak  of  the  conquest  as  God  creating  his  holy  mountain  and  the 
temple  upon  it,  and  planting  his  people  there  to  observe  and  to  obey  his 
eternal  sovereignty— all  this  was  to  set  these  seemingly  minor  events  in  a 
tiny  corner  of  world  history  and  place  them  apart  from  all  other  earthly 
happenings.  The  conquest  was  a  deed  of  cosmic  and  eternal  significance, 
the  mythical  expressions  revealing  the  truly  transcendent  meaning  of  the 
event  without  any  loss  of  its  historical  nature. 

Another  Psalm,  later  but  actually  undatable,  though  surely  pre-Exilic, 
interprets  the  crossing  of  the  Jordan  (Josh  3)  in  the  personalized  terms  of 
the  Canaanite  creation  myth.  The  power  of  order  overwhelming  chaos  was 
told  as  Baal’s  triumphant  conflict  with  Sea  (or  Sea  dragon  of  chaos,  some¬ 
times  called  Rahab  or  Leviathan).  Ps  114  sees  the  crossing  of  the  Jordan 
as  Yahweh’s  victory  over  Sea— thus  the  creative  event  of  universal  history 
without  parallel.  A  translation  of  the  Psalm  is  as  follows: 

(1)  When  Israel  went  forth  from  Egypt, 

The  household  of  Jacob  from  a  foreign-tongued  nation, 

(2)  Judah  became  his  holy  [place], 

And  Israel  his  royal  dominion. 

(3)  The  Sea  looked  and  fled; 

The  Jordan  turned  backwards. 

(4)  The  mountains  danced  like  rams, 

Hills  like  the  young  of  sheep. 

(5)  What  is  the  matter,  O  sea,  that  you  flee, 

0  Jordan,  that  you  turn  backwards, 

(6)  O  mountains,  that  you  dance  like  rams, 

0  hills,  like  the  young  of  sheep  ? 

(7)  Before  the  Sovereign  tremble,  O  earth, 

Before  the  God  of  Jacob 

(8)  He  who  transforms  the  rock  into  a  pool  of  water, 

Flint  into  a  spring  of  water. 

In  vss  3  and  5,  Sea  and  Jordan  are  in  synonymous  parallelism,  and  are 
addressed  as  a  person  who  fled,  turned  backward,  in  fear  at  Yahweh’s 
approach. 

Ps  66:  5-7  has  another  reference  to  this  personalizing  of  Sea,  which  is 
made  to  serve  God’s  purposes: 

(5)  Come  and  see  the  deeds  of  God, 

The  Awesome  One  in  his  work  among  the  sons  of  men. 

(6)  He  turned  Sea  to  dry  land; 

Through  the  Stream  they  passed  on  foot; 

There  we  rejoiced  in  him. 
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(7)  He  is  ruler  by  his  power  forever. 

His  eyes  watch  over  the  nations — 

Let  not  the  rebellious  exalt  themselves. 

At  this  point,  we  cannot  be  sure  whether  the  Sea  referred  to  is  the  Jordan 
or  the  Egyptian  Reed  Sea,  for  God’s  victory  over  Sea,  in  language  of  myth, 
is  used  of  both  (cf  Ps  106:  8-9;  Is  51:  9-11).  Yet  it  makes  little  difference, 
because  by  the  principle  of  synecdoche,  one  major  element  in  the  complex 
of  recital  events  brings  to  mind  the  whole  story.  If  in  the  later  period  the 
crossing  of  the  Jordan  was  absorbed  into  the  crossing  of  the  Reed  Sea, 
the  basic  point  remains.  Israel’s  rescue  and  implanting  in  the  Land  of  prom¬ 
ise  are  in  Biblical  theology  events  in  the  life  of  earth  equally  important  with 
creation  itself.9 

Furthermore,  the  old  events  became  the  ground  of  hope  and  interpreta¬ 
tion  for  both  present  and  future.  In  both  prophetic  and  apocalyptic  escha¬ 
tology,  God’s  power  and  purpose  as  shown  in  the  old  events  become  the 
promise  of  a  Second  Exodus  and  a  Second  Conquest.10  Even  at  Qumran, 
the  people  of  the  Scrolls  possessed  a  book  about  The  War  between  the  Children 
of  Light  and  the  Children  of  Darkness ,  while  awaiting  God’s  creation  of  the 
new  heavens  and  the  new  earth.11  In  addition  to  the  explicit  references  to 
these  final  events  by  the  Apostle  Paul,  in  the  defense  of  Stephen  (Acts  7: 
45),  and  especially  in  Revelation,  we  should  note  the  more  generalized  inter¬ 
pretation  of  the  Exodus-Conquest  cycle  as  God’s  mercy  and  salvation  in  1 
Pet  2:  9-10: 

Indeed,  you  are  an  elect  race,  a  royal  priesthood,  a  holy  nation,  God’s  own 
possession,12  in  order  that  you  may  proclaim  the  wondrous  deeds  of  him 
who  called  you  out  of  darkness  into  his  marvelous  light,  [you  who]  once 
were  no  people  but  now  are  God’s  people,  [you  who]  had  not  received  mercy 
but  now  have  received  mercy. 

Here  again,  the  Exodus-Conquest  cycle  is  God’s  gracious  gift  to  those  who 
had  been  outcast. 

If  this,  then,  is  the  true  story  of  the  book  of  Joshua  as  biblical  people 
understood  it,  how  are  we  so  to  read  it  when  we  repeatedly  see  after  major 
battles,  such  statements  as  this:  “Then  Israel  placed  under  fyerem  [the  sacred 
ban  or  taboo,  the  verb  then  meaning  “killed”]  all  in  the  city,  men  and  women, 
young  and  old,  cattle,  sheep  and  donkeys,  by  the  sword”  (Josh  6:  21).  A 
proper  commentary  on  the  book  is  a  task  which  deals  with  the  very  heart 
and  core  of  biblical  faith,  but  to  my  knowledge  no  such  commentary  has 
been  produced  in  modern  times.  The  best  literature  on  war  has  generally 
been  written  by  pacifist  humanists  and  Christians,  to  whom  Joshua— and. 
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for  that  matter,  most  of  the  Old  Testament— makes  poor  reading  indeed. 
In  one  of  the  best  modern  surveys,  Roland  H.  Bainton  concludes  a  few  para¬ 
graphs  on  the  Deuteronomic  school  with  the  words:  “War  is  more  humane 
when  God  is  left  out  of  it.”13  This  may  well  be  true  with  regard  to  the  fanat¬ 
icism  of  a  holy  war  crusade,  but  it  exhibits  no  understanding  whatever  of 
Israel’s  own  views  on  the  subject,  which  are  anything  but  simplistic  and 
are  the  very  antithesis  of  doctrinaire  pacifism.  The  latter  has  its  roots  in 
modern  idealism  (in  the  technical  philosophical  sense  of  that  term),  rather 
than  in  biblical  “realism,”  which  insists  upon  seeing  the  providence  of  the 
Divine  Suzerain  in  the  mixed  good  and  evil  of  human  activity  on  earth. 

Hence,  by  way  of  conclusion,  a  few  words  suggest  the  framework  of  con¬ 
ception  within  which  the  biblical  views  of  Joshua’s  conquest  might  con¬ 
ceivably  make  sense  to  the  modern  mind: 

There  is  at  work  in  the  world  a  mysterious  creative  power  that  is  ex¬ 
perienced  on  the  human  scene  in  both  positive  and  negative,  redemptive 
and  judgmental  ways.14 

The  negative  side  of  this  power  is  most  commonly  seen  in  conflict,  not 
only  of  individual  wills  but  when  evolutionary  processes  going  in  different 
directions— one  advancing,  the  other  decaying— intersect.  In  that  inter¬ 
section,  innocent  suffering  also  takes  place  because  we  are  all  “bound  in 
the  bundle  of  the  living”  together  and  there  is  no  escape  to  a  secure  hideaway. 

Our  world  is  in  disorder  because  it  has  not  surrendered  to  the  will  of  its 
Creator  and  Lord.  Conflict  as  war  takes  place  only  in  this  rebellious  world. 
It  is  fought  by  sinners  who  employ  their  structures  of  power  to  their  own  ends 
in  the  complex  advance,  defense,  retreat  of  the  human  lust  for  power. 

God  works  in  this  world  by  mediate  means— that  is,  through  human 
agents,  whether  or  not  they  realize  it.  Yet  because  one  is  an  agent  does 
not  mean  that  one  is  therefore  automatically  good  and  holy.  God  uses  us 
as  we  are;  his  righteousness  does  not  automatically  make  his  agents  righteous 
(cf  Deut  9  or  the  contest  between  Jacob  and  Laban).  Certainly  Israel  is 
not  to  think  of  herself  as  more  righteous  in  God’s  sight  than  those  she 
defeats. 

The  special  institution  of  holy  war,  which  still  breathes  through  the  books 
of  Deuteronomy  and  Joshua  and  which  had  such  a  profound  influence  on 
the  conception  of  “faith”  in  prophecy,  can  be  handled  by  us  today  if  we  see 
it  from  the  standpoint  of  agency.  God  used  Israel  as  she  was.  To  the 
prophets,  the  Arameans,  Assyrians,  and  Babylonians  were  the  instruments 
of  God’s  “holy”  war  against  Israel,  the  language  of  the  old  institution  reap¬ 
pearing  in  part,  only  under  different  agency.  Yet  the  foreign  ruler  was 
certainly  not  deemed  righteous.  His  problem  was  self-deification,  which 
meant  that  he,  in  his  turn,  would  suffer  judgment. 
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Early  Christian  pacifism  is  again  to  be  viewed  from  the  standpoint  of 
agency.  It  was  the  tactic  to  be  used  by  Christians  in  the  vast  Roman  em¬ 
pire— until  the  time  of  Constantine,  when  Christians  suddenly  had  to  take 
part  in  government  and  the  search  for  world  order.  Then  Christian  views 
changed,  and  Augustine  was  the  first  to  attempt  to  set  down  certain  guide¬ 
lines  for  the  use  of  force  by  Christians. 

Because  there  is  at  work  in  the  world  a  Power  determined  on  righteousness 
and  the  Kingdom  of  God,  mankind  may  have  hope,  even  in  our  time.  The 
sickness  in  our  present  is  not  eternal;  Satan  has  been  defeated,  and  will 
be  again  and  again,  though  the  outcome  of  any  one  moment  is  never  certain. 

Such  a  standpoint  requires  a  view  of  human  life  as  vocational.  We  were 
not  born  into  Paradise,  but  into  this  world.  Our  lives  achieve  meaning  only 
as  they  are  engaged  in  God’s  conflict  to  make  the  world  his  Kingdom. 


Notes 

1  Cf  Gen  12:  3  and  parallel  passages;  for  the  new  approach,  see  Gerhard  von  Rad, 
The  Problem  of  the  Hexaleuch  and  Other  Essays ,  tr.  by  E.  W.  T.  Dicken  from  the  German 
monograph  first  published  in  1938  (London  and  New  York,  1966),  pp.  1-78;  and  Genesis , 
tr.  by  John  H.  Marks  (Philadelphia,  Westminster's  Old  Testament  Library,  1961). 

2  Robert  N.  Bellah,  “Civil  Religion  in  America,”  Daedalus  (Winter,  1967),  1-21,  later 
reprinted  in  various  publications.  Quotations  are  from  pp.  7-8. 

3  Theodore  P.  Greene,  “The  Crisis  in  the  Colleges  and  the  Role  of  the  Churches,”  1970, 
an  as  yet  unpublished  paper,  quoted  by  permission  of  the  author. 

4  Note  Isaiah's  charge  of  flagrant  violation  of  this  principle,  Is  5:  8. 

5  For  defense  of  details  of  translation,  see  the  forthcoming  Anchor  Bible  Commentary 
on  Joshua . 

8  See  his  treatment  (with  David  Noel  Freedman)  in  “Studies  in  Ancient  Yahwistic 
Poetry”  (a  Johns  Hopkins  University  dissertation,  1950,  Microfilm- Xerox  reprint,  Ann 
Arbor,  1963)  pp.  5-127;  and  Cross  and  Freedman,  “The  Song  of  Miriam,”  JNES  13  (1955), 
237-50. 

7  Cross,  “The  Song  of  the  Sea  and  Canaanite  Myth,”  Journal  for  Theology  and  Church 
V  (1968),  1-25. 

8  Translation  is  that  of  Cross,  except  for  modernizing  the  English  from  the  King  James 
pattern. 

9  Space  and  time  do  not  permit  a  further  elaboration  of  the  Conquest  theme  in  Biblical 
theology  through  the  citing  of  specific  passages.  For  more  detail,  see  the  Introduction 
to  the  writer's  work  on  Joshua ,  forthcoming  in  the  Anchor  Bible  Commentary;  and  es¬ 
pecially  to  the  1971  Harvard  dissertation  of  Phyllis  Bird,  “Studies  in  the  Use  of  the 
Conquest  Theme.”  It  may  be  remarked  that  such  a  complete  study  of  the  use  of  either 
of  the  confessional  themes  of  Exodus  or  Conquest  in  the  Bible  to  my  knowledge  has 
never  been  done.  Cf  also  the  writer,  The  Old  Testament  and  Theology  (New  York,  1969), 
Chap.  V. 

10  For  a  “ritual  conquest”  as  a  part  of  Israel's  life  or  worship,  see  Frank  M.  Cross, 
Jr.,  op.  cit.;  and  his  “The  Divine  Warrior  in  Israel's  Early  Cult,”  Biblical  Motifs:  Origins 
and  Transformations ,  Studies  and  Texts ,  Vol.  Ill  (Cambridge,  Mass.,  1966),  pp.  11-30. 
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For  brief  reference  to  the  Divine  Warrior  and  the  Conquest  theme  as  the  pervasive  back¬ 
ground  of  the  New  Testament,  see  the  writer,  The  Old  Testament  and  Theology ,  pp.  124- 
25,  141-44. 

11  The  final  eschatological  war  and  the  detailed  rules  for  it  form  the  chief  subject  also 
of  the  fourth  and  last  section  of  the  Temple  Scroll,  recovered  during  or  following  the 
Six-Day  War  in  1967:  see  Yigael  Yadin,  “The  Temple  Scroll,”  BA  XXX:  4  (Dec.,  1967), 
139. 

12  Quoting  here  in  part  from  Ex  19:  5. 

13  Bainton,  Christian  Attitudes  toward  War  and  Peace:  A  Historical  Survey  and  Critical 
Re-evaluation  (New  York,  1960),  p.  49. 

14  See  Gordon  D.  Kaufman,  Systematic  Theology:  A  Historical  Perspective  (New  York, 
1968),  pp.  51-56;  and  “On  the  Meaning  of  ‘Act  of  God,’”  HTR  61  (1968),  175-201. 
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